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Hon. Carlos A. Romero-Barceló, a Commissioner in Congress from the

Commonwealth of Puerto Rico ..................................................................... 23
Statement of Witnesses:

Davis, Michael L., Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil
Works, Department of the Army ................................................................. 32

Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 34
Davis, Grant, Assistant Secretary, Executive Director, the Bay Institute

of San Francisco ............................................................................................ 119
Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 122

Frazer, Gary D., Assistant Director for Ecological Services, U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service, ..................................................................................... 44

Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 99
Hirshfield, Michael, Senior Vice President, Chesapeake Bay Foundation .. 117
Melius, Tom, Assistant Director for External Affairs, Fish and Wildlife

Service, U.S. Department of the Interior .................................................... 11
Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 13

Ribb, Richard, Narragansett Bay Estuary Program, Rhode Island Depart-
ment of Environmental Management ......................................................... 60

Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 62
Yozell, Sally, Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere,

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration .................................. 24
Prepared statement of ............................................................................... 27

Additional material supplied:
From the Sierra to the Sea, The Ecological History of the San Francisco

Bay-Delta Watershed .................................................................................... 168
Letter to Mr. Saxton, from David R. Anderson, Director of Federal Af-

fairs, Chesapeake Bay Foundation .............................................................. 167
Text of H.R. 1775 .............................................................................................. 134
Text of H.R. 2821 .............................................................................................. 163
Text of H.R. 2496 .............................................................................................. 165

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:18 Oct 18, 2001 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00003 Fmt 5904 Sfmt 5904 E:\HEARINGS\63806 pfrm07 PsN: 63806



VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:18 Oct 18, 2001 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00004 Fmt 5904 Sfmt 5904 E:\HEARINGS\63806 pfrm07 PsN: 63806



(1)

HEARING ON: H.R. 2496, TO REAUTHORIZE
THE JUNIOR DUCK STAMP CONSERVATION
AND DESIGN PROGRAM ACT OF 1994 H.R.
2821, NORTH AMERICAN WETLAND CON-
SERVATION COUNCIL EXPANSION ACT, H.R.
1775, ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION
PARTNERSHIP ACT

THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 23, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FISHERIES CONSERVATION,

WILDLIFE AND OCEANS,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,

Washington, DC.
The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in Room

1334, Longworth House Office Building, before the Honorable Jim
Saxton, Chair, presiding.

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM SAXTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. SAXTON. The Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wild-
life and Oceans will come to order.

Today we are discussing H.R. 2496, the reauthorization of the
Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Program Act of 1994;
H.R. 2821, the North American Wetlands Conservation Council Ex-
pansion Act; and, H.R. 1775, Estuary habitat Restoration Partner-
ship Act.

The first bill, H.R. 2496, has been introduced by a friend and col-
league, Congressman Solomon Ortiz, from Texas. This bill would
reauthorize the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Pro-
gram Act. This innovative idea was first enacted in 1994 and it has
allowed thousands of school children, from kindergarten through
high school, to participate in the nationwide wildlife art contest.

This program has also motivated students to take an active role
in learning about and conserving our nation’s wildlife resources.
This measure does not make any significant changes in the under-
lying Act, but it will extend the annual competition, the marketing
of these stamps, and the awards program for an additional five
years.

The second bill, H.R. 2821, has been recently introduced by two
House members who serve with great distinction on the Migratory
Bird Conservation Commission.
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This proposal, by our colleagues, Congressmen John Dingell and
Curt Weldon, would increase from three to five the number of non-
governmental representatives that may serve on the North Amer-
ican Wetlands Conservation Council.

This Council has been instrumental in approving hundreds of
worthwhile conservation projects that have saved over 32 million
acres of essential wetlands in Canada, Mexico and the United
States.

Finally, H.R. 1775, to catalyze estuary restoration and coordinate
Federal estuarine activities. This is an excellent bill and this action
is long overdue from the Federal Government. I am the co-sponsor
of the measure and I commend Mr. Gilchrest for his leadership on
this issue.

I remain committed to attacking the problems facing this na-
tion’s estuaries and to restoring downgraded coastal habitat. Over
a decade ago, Congress created the national estuary program to ad-
dress serious environmental problems in estuaries of national sig-
nificance. These problems include polluted runoff, habitat loss, de-
velopment pressure, and harmful algal blooms.

Unfortunately, despite a significant amount of planning, very lit-
tle effort has been made to implement comprehensive conservation
management plans or to actively restore the most seriously de-
graded estuarine areas.

I am pleased that today we are taking positive steps to improve
this unacceptable situation.

I would now like to recognize Mr. Faleomavaega for his state-
ment.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Saxton follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM SAXTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF NEW JERSEY

The Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and Oceans will come to
order. Today we are discussing H.R. 2496, to reauthorize the Junior Duck Stamp
Conservation and Design Program Act of 1994, H.R. 2821, the North American Wet-
lands Conservation Council Expansion Act and H.R. 1775, Estuary Habitat Restora-
tion Partnership Act.

The first bill, H.R. 2496, has been introduced by our friend and Subcommittee
Colleague, Congressman Solomon Ortiz of Texas. This bill would reauthorize the
Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Program Act. This innovative idea was
first enacted in 1994 and it has allowed thousands of school children from kinder-
garten to high school to participate in a nationwide wildlife art contest. This pro-
gram has also motivated students to take an active role in learning about and con-
serving our nation’s wildlife resources. This measure does not make any significant
changes in the underlying Act but it will extend the annual competition, the mar-
keting of these stamps and the awards program for an additional five years.

The second bill, H.R. 2821, has been recently introduced by the two House Mem-
bers who serve with great distinction on the Migratory Bird Conservation Commis-
sion. This proposal by our colleagues, Congressmen John Dingell and Curt Weldon,
would increase from three to five the number of non-governmental representatives
that may serve on the North American Wetlands Conservation Council. This Council
has been instrumental in approving hundreds of worthwhile conservation projects
that have saved over 32 million acres of essential wetlands in Canada, Mexico and
the United States.

Finally, H.R. 1775, to catalyze estuary restoration and coordinate Federal estua-
rine activities. This is an excellent bill, and this action is long overdue from the Fed-
eral Government. I am a cosponsor of this measure, and I commend Mr. Gilchrest
for his leadership on this issue. I remain committed to attacking the problems facing
this nation’s estuaries and to restoring degraded coastal habitat.

Over a decade ago, Congress created the National Estuary Program to address se-
rious environmental problems in estuaries of national significance. These problems
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include polluted runoff, habitat loss, development pressure, and harmful algal
blooms. Unfortunately, despite a significant amount of planning, very little effort
has been made to implement comprehensive conservation and management plans or
to actively restore the most seriously degraded estuarine areas. I am pleased that
today we are taking positive steps to improve this unacceptable situation.

Mr. SAXTON. Without objection.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, again, I want to thank and commend you for

holding the hearings to consider the bills that are now before the
Subcommittee.

I certainly look forward this morning to the hearing and espe-
cially appreciate that you have rescheduled for two days of hearing
on H.R. 1775, a bill introduced by our colleague from Maryland,
Mr. Gilchrest, to facilitate estuary habitat restoration. That was
postponed last week due to Hurricane Floyd.

Mr. Chairman, consequently, we certainly have a busy agenda
this morning. To keep things moving along, I will defer at this time
from formally commenting on H.R. 2496, to reauthorize the Junior
Duck Stamp Program. Actually, I do approve and support very
much the proposed bill by our good friend and member of this Sub-
committee from Texas, Mr. Ortiz, as well as the expanding the
North American Wetlands Conservation Council by two seats.

I enjoy and welcome our distinguished colleague, Mr. Dingell,
who is not here yet, but I certainly welcome him for hearing and
I’m looking forward to his testimony and certainly look forward to
hearing from our friend from Texas, Mr. Ortiz, on his bill.

Mr. Chairman, on H.R. 1775, again, I commend my good friend
from Maryland for introducing this legislation. I share his over-
arching concern regarding the continued loss of estuary habitats
across our nation. Ecologists and researchers estimate that we
have lost well over 90 percent of the estuary wetlands that existed
when European explorers first discovered—and I’d like to change
that word and say the European explorers never discovered this
part of the world. They landed here on this continent 400 years
ago. Even though Columbus got lost, Mr. Chairman, but they came
here nevertheless.

The estuaries, such as San Francisco Bay, Puget Sound, Long Is-
land Sound and Chesapeake Bay, once renowned for their high eco-
logical productivity, are now mere vestiges of their former selves.

To restore past ecological abundance is to begin to understand
how much we have all lost and, most importantly, how far we must
go to restore what has been despoiled.

Mr. Chairman, the decline in estuary habitat has been well docu-
mented in the scientific and resource management literature for
over 30 years. We are now beginning to see what this loss means
to the environment, expressed through the declines in commercial
fisheries, saltwater intrusion, coastal aquifers, and shoreline ero-
sion and subsidence threatened, even private property.

A loss of estuary wetlands also has contributed to a declining
water quality in these areas and these habitats serve as natural fil-
ters for pollutants.

Mr. Chairman, the impacts are real and should surprise no one.
What does remain surprising is the stubborn insistence of some

critics in the development and resource extraction industries who
believe that we can continue to fill in and pave over our estuary
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habitats, somehow believing the ecosystem is left unaltered and
that our human environment is not diminished.

Simply a charade to contend that this loss of estuary habitat, Mr.
Chairman, has not had a pernicious impact on both our environ-
ment and the economy.

Just ask any unemployed commercial fisherman or an angler
who has lost his favorite fishing area and he will tell you other-
wise, or just ask the economists who recently estimated the dollar
value of services provided at no cost to us by various natural envi-
ronments.

Estuaries weigh in at $56,000 per acre per year for a global total
of $4 trillion per year.

Mr. Chairman, after reviewing the bill, I believe H.R. 1775 would
provide a reasonable balanced approach to help preserve remaining
estuary habitats and would stimulate practical and effective envi-
ronmental restoration on the local level.

Particularly, I am pleased that the legislation incorporates an ad-
ministrative structure similar to the model currently authorized
under the North American Wetlands Conservation Act, or NAWCA.

I believe that the NAWCA model can be adapted successfully to
administer a national estuary habitat restoration program and I
will be interested to hear if our other witnesses share this view.

One very important concern that I do have with the legislation
is that it would exclude the Great Lakes States from participation.
Plainly stated, Mr. Chairman, the exclusion is unwarranted, unnec-
essary, and perhaps even, I might say, unfair. But I do hope, Mr.
Chairman and our good friend from Maryland, your support of this
would add the Great Lakes, as well as the other areas that are
part of our great nation.

This bill proposes an artificial distinction that is inconsistent
within the statutes. For example, the Great Lakes are fully recog-
nized under the Coastal Zone Management Act. Furthermore, de-
graded wetlands habitats, wherever they are located, are worthy of
restoration and should receive equal consideration, regardless of
whether they are salty or freshwater.

With that said, I would say that my good from Maryland, Mr.
Gilchrest’s legislation is a very good step. I believe that with some
pragmatic modifications, that maybe we can make it even more ef-
fective.

I look forward to working together with the gentleman from
Maryland and look forward to hearing from our witnesses this
morning.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Faleomavaega follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. THE HONORABLE ENI F. H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A DELEGATE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE TERRITORY OF AMERICAN SAMOA

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I look forward to this morning’s hearing. I especially
appreciate that you have rescheduled for today the hearing regarding H.R. 1775,
Mr. Gilchrest’s bill to facilitate estuary habitat restoration, that was postponed last
week due to Hurricane Floyd.

Consequently, we certainly have a busy agenda this morning. To keep things mov-
ing along, I will defer at this time from formally commenting on either H.R. 2496,
which would reauthorize the Junior Duck Stamp Program, or H.R. 2821, which
would expand the North American Wetlands Conservation Council by two seats. Mr.
Chairman, I join you in welcoming our esteemed colleague and avid sportsman from
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Michigan, Mr. Dingell, and I await with interest his comments regarding this legis-
lation.

I do have some brief remarks regarding H.R. 1775, and I commend my good friend
from Maryland for again introducing this legislation.

I share his overarching concern regarding the continued loss of estuary habitats
across our Nation. Ecologists and researchers estimate that we have lost well over
90 percent of the estuarine wetlands that existed when European explorers first dis-
covered this continent 400 years ago. Estuaries such as San Francisco Bay, Puget
Sound, Long Island Sound and Chesapeake Bay—once renowned for their high eco-
logical productivity—are now mere vestiges of their former selves. To read historical
accounts of past ecological abundance is to begin to understand how much we have
all lost, and most importantly, how far we must go to restore what has been de-
spoiled.

The decline in estuary habitat has been well-documented in the scientific and re-
source management literature for over 30 years. Worse, we are now beginning to
see what this loss means to the environment expressed through declines in commer-
cial fisheries, salt water intrusion ruining coastal aquifers, and shoreline erosion
and subsidence threatening public and private property. Loss of estuarine wetlands
also has contributed to declining water quality in these areas, as these habitats
serve as natural filters for pollutants. Mr. Chairman, the impacts are real and
should surprise no one.

What does remain surprising is the stubborn insistence of some critics in the de-
velopment and resource extraction industries who believe that we can continue to
fill in and pave over our estuary habitats and somehow believe that the ecosystem
is left unaltered, and that our human environment is not diminished.

It is simply a charade to contend that this loss of estuary habitat has not had
a pernicious impact on both our environment and economy. Just ask any unem-
ployed commercial fishermen, or an angler who’s lost a favorite fishing area, and
they will tell you otherwise. Or just ask the economists who recently estimated the
dollar value of services provided—at no cost to us—by various natural environments.
Estuaries weigh in at $56,000 per acre per year, for a global total of $4 trillion per
year.

After reviewing the legislation, I believe that H.R. 1775 would provide a reason-
able, balanced approach to help preserve remaining estuarine habitats and would
stimulate practical and effective environmental restoration on the local level. Par-
ticularly, I am pleased that the legislation incorporates an administrative structure
similar to the model currently authorized under the North American Wetlands Con-
servation Act, or NAWCA. I believe that the NAWCA model can be adapted success-
fully to administer a national estuary habitat restoration program, and I will be in-
terested to hear if of our witnesses share this view.

One very important concern that I do have with this legislation is that it would
exclude the Great Lakes States and insular areas from participation. Plainly stated,
this exclusion is unwarranted, unnecessary and unfair, and I hope the Chairman
and the sponsor will support the addition of these areas.

This bill proposes an artificial distinction that is inconsistent with other statutes.
For example, the Great Lakes States and insular areas are fully recognized under
the Coastal Zone Management Act. Furthermore, degraded wetland habitats—wher-
ever they are located—are worthy of restoration and should receive equal consider-
ation, regardless of whether they are saline or freshwater.

With that said, Mr. Gilchrest’s legislation is a good first step, and I believe with
some pragmatic modifications, that it can be made even more effective. I look for-
ward to working with the gentleman from Maryland, and of course with you Mr.
Chairman, to move this important legislation forward in the process.

Mr. SAXTON. I thank the gentleman for a very thoughtful state-
ment. Just to amplify on what the gentleman just said, it was just
a day or so ago that we were successful in adding several thousand
more acres to the Coastal Barriers Resources system and we thank
you for your cooperation, and I say that from the bottom of my
heart, as you know.

Mr. Ortiz.
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STATEMENT OF HON. SOLOMON ORTIZ, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. ORTIZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you and
the Ranking Member for having this hearing today and for includ-
ing the Junior Duck Stamp legislation on the agenda.

I had the honor of sponsoring the Junior Duck Stamp Conserva-
tion and Design Program Act back in the 103rd Congress, when I
was a Subcommittee chairman of the Merchant Marine and Fish-
eries Committee.

The purpose of the program, as specified in the law, is to provide
elementary and secondary school students with educational oppor-
tunities relating to the conservation and management of migratory
birds. The program is also intended to increase the capacity for
schools, states and other educational programs to conduct conserva-
tion and education programs.

As I was preparing for this hearing, I was pleased to hear the
progress that has been made with this program. I am sure I am
not the only person here who knows the importance of programs
of this type to the future of our nation.

As economic and population growth continues and increasingly
impacts our environment and natural resources, we have to work
harder to find ways to preserve both our world and our standard
of living. I would agree, solutions to these types of problems begin
with knowledge and understanding and these begin with, of course,
education.

This is where the benefits of programs such as the Junior Duck
Stamp Program will be embraced by society. I am proud to be a
part of the program that reaches out to grade school students to
teach an appreciation for environmental science and habitat con-
servation, while also rewarding hard work and effort with support
for continuing education.

I can see how this is a great tool to help educate students who
have not had the opportunities that some of my colleagues and I
have had to spend time in nature and develop an appreciation of
our resources and their management.

I thank our witnesses for being with us today and look forward
to hearing their testimony. Again, Mr. Chairman, I thank you.

Mr. SAXTON. I thank the gentleman. I would now like to intro-
duce someone who truly needs no introduction, Mr. John Dingell,
one of our most outstanding conservationists in the House, who is
here to discuss the North American Wetlands Conservation Council
Act of 1999.

My good friend, John Dingell, if you would take your place and
proceed as you are comfortable, sir.

STATEMENT OF HONORABLE JOHN D. DINGELL, A REP-
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHI-
GAN

Mr. DINGELL. I thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the outstanding
work of this Subcommittee. I feel very comfortable because I’ve
spent a lot of time here in this room, both as a member of the Mer-
chant Marine Fisheries Committee, which was just referred to by
my good friend Mr. Ortiz, and, also, as a member of the Commerce
Committee.
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This is indeed the home of great conservation legislation and it
has a proud history both in earlier days and also under your lead-
ership, and I’d like to say how pleased I am to see my old friend
Mr. Faleomavaega here and to have an opportunity to listen to him
and to you, and, also, to my friend Mr. Ortiz.

I have a lengthy statement, Mr. Chairman, which I, with your
permission, would like to insert into the record. It is on H.R. 2821,
and I will try to summarize briefly the purposes behind that par-
ticular legislation.

You might be inquiring as to why it is I suggest a change be
made. The legislation is a surprisingly important piece of legisla-
tion. In fact, NAWCA has been an enormous success. It’s funded
629 projects between 1991 and 1999.

It’s helped to restore, enhance or help approximately 34 million
acres across this continent to achieve higher levels of conservation
and wildlife use values.

It’s triggered a ratio of partner-to-government contributions in
which $2.50 of private money have matched every public dollar
that has been spent. This investment is triggered by something
which tends to indicate success. The Council which handles this is
a nine-member panel. This legislation would increase it to 11.

The reason is, of course, that we’re finding that in success and
in matters where conservation is vitally concerned, there is a desire
for a large number of organizations to participate and a desire on
the part of the Administration to see to it that—and that would be
true of any Administration—that the benefits are achieved by shar-
ing the participation in the business of the Council and representa-
tion on that Council rather broadly.

Two very distinguished organizations which have worked very
hard on this panel were scheduled to be dropped, the Ducks Unlim-
ited and also the Nature Conservancy. These are two institutions
that put hundreds of thousands, indeed millions of dollars into this
program and into other land conservation and wildlife conservation
programs.

I think that it would be unwise to drop them. I’m told that now
Ducks Unlimited is going to be reappointed, although I’ve not
heard of this, but officially, and that the other organization is not
seeking at this time particular membership on the Council.

Very frankly, it seems to me that if we need additional represen-
tation on the Council and additional participation to expand not
only the membership, but the opportunity of different organizations
to serve here and to become participants and enthusiastic partici-
pants in the program, it would appear that we should, however, at
the same time, keep both the Nature Conservancy and Ducks Un-
limited, because of the sterling reputation they have and because
of the superb work they have done in participation in particularly
the conservation of lands, but also conservation of wildlife and spe-
cifically in areas involving wetlands, migratory birds and things of
that sort.

So the legislation is really very simple. It will ease the pressure
in the Administration to cut off those who are serving well and
very, very effectively, in the best traditions of wildlife conservation,
while, at the same time, affording them the opportunity to appoint
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several new members to the Commission, which would be, in that
fashion, very beneficial to all.

I would observe that my good friend, Mr. Weldon, who serves
with me on the Migratory Bird Commission, which works very
closely with this panel and indeed approves the projects that they
recommend, or disapproves, and we haven’t disapproved any, is
also a co-sponsor of the legislation and feels, as I do, that we need
to move forward to expand the capability of the Commission to do
the things that it needs to do in terms of encouraging public par-
ticipation by private citizens and private organizations in the con-
servation of wetlands under the North American Wetlands Con-
servation Council Expansion Act of 1999.

I want to commend this Committee and you, Mr. Chairman, for
the fine leadership you’ve shown in matters of this kind. I hope
that you will not consider that I’m wasting the time of this Com-
mittee by bringing to you a relatively piddly matter. I would ob-
serve that small matters oft times are very important to greater
successes and this appears to fall into that area.

So with those remarks, Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your cour-
tesy, the great work that you and the Committee are doing, and
for permitting me to appear here this morning to share these
thoughts with you and for your consideration of this bill.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dingell follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. HON. JOHN D. DINGELL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Mr. Chairman, I recently introduced H.R. 2821, the ‘‘North American Wetlands
Conservation Council Expansion Act of 1999.’’I want to thank you and your Sub-
committee staff for your generosity in granting a hearing on this legislation so
quickly. I hope that H.R. 2821 might remain on a swift course so that the great ben-
efits of the North American Wetlands Conservation Act (NAWCA) will be fully em-
ployed to conserve more wildlife habitat.

This legislation would make a modest improvement to a conservation law that has
successfully saved wetlands throughout the United States, Canada, and Mexico dur-
ing the past decade. The North American Wetlands Conservation Act was signed
into law in 1989 in response to the finding that more than half of the original wet-
lands in the United States had been lost during the past two centuries. Congress
recognized that protection of migratory birds and their habitats required long-term
planning and coordination so that our treaty obligations to conserve these precious
species would be met.

The purpose of NAWCA is to encourage partnerships among public and non-public
interests to protect, enhance, restore and manage wetlands for migratory birds and
other fish and wildlife in North America. NAWCA has been a tremendous success,
funding 629 projects between 1991 and 1999, helping to restore, enhance or help ap-
proximately 34 million acres across our continent. Most impressive has been the
ratio of partner-to-government contributions, which has been about $2.50 for every
public dollar invested.

A little more than one year ago I first learned of the Fish and Wildlife Service’s
desire to promote change in the NAWCA program when the agency announced its
intent not to reappoint two non-governmental organizations that played key roles
in making NAWCA a cornerstone of American conservation success. I was greatly
concerned that any replacement of Council members under NAWCA should not
serve as a disincentive to continued active participation in meeting the Act’s goals.

I inquired of the Fish and Wildlife Service why it was attempting to replace exist-
ing Council members. The Fish and Wildlife Service informed me that it sought to
ensure more diversity on the Council. One organization chose to leave the Council,
I was informed. The other chose to continue to seek reappointment. Recently my of-
fice region’s quality of life and recreational value. The Bay Area economy is driven
by industries that are located in the Bay Area because they choose to be here—and
they choose this reason because valuable employees appreciate the quality of life in
the Bay Area.
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As species such as the Delta smelt and the winter run Chinook salmon have been
protected under the Endangered Species Act, water users, including the East Bay
Municipal Utilities District and the Contra Costa Water District have faced increas-
ing restrictions on their ability to take water from the Delta. Restoring habitat is
not the entire answer to this fisheries and ESA crisis, but it is a part of the solution.
If we can restore habitat and ecosystem health, it will have direct benefits for local
residents and the state’s economy.
The Region and the State of California Understand the Need For Estuary
Restoration

There is a regional consensus in California that the restoration of habitat in the
Bay-Delta Estuary should be a major priority. The state is already making funding
available for the restoration of habitat in the Estuary, through Proposition 204, in
1996. This year, Governor Davis just signed a budget with $10 million for a new
San Francisco Bay Conservancy—with a major focus on habitat restoration.

Save The Bay is taking a leadership role to restore wetlands habitat, working
with other regional and local environmental organizations, private and public con-
servancies, farmers, landowners and other constituency groups, promoting policies
that encourage restoration, and building alliances and partnerships to advance res-
toration throughout the region.

We have also learned in the Bay Area that habitat restoration can help solve
some of our dredging needs. Several years ago, for example, the Port of Oakland,
with the support of environmentalists, fishermen and state and Federal agencies,
used millions of cubic yards of clean mud dredged from its channels to restore wet-
lands at a site called Sonoma Baylands. This project has been cited as a national
model of cost-effective sustainable development. However, restoration does cost
somewhat more than the old practice of dumping all of this material in the Central
Bay. There are several other similar projects under development. Funding from H.R.
1775 could be invaluable for advancing this work.

Last year, another wetland restoration project was dedicated in the North Bay,
affecting 300 acres of wetlands at Tolay Creek in the North Bay. What made this
project particularly interesting was its broad support from environmentalists and
farmers. Environmentalists and farmers in California often fight over water and
wetlands issues. However, this restoration project helped farmers resolve permitting
issues that had troubled their levee maintenance work. H.R. 1775 would provide for
cooperation with private land owners to solve environmental problems that, if left
unaddressed, could threaten the environmental and economic health of the Bay
Area and many other coastal areas around the nation.

This legislation can be a catalyst for estuary restoration, eventually providing
over $75 million per year of new Federal resources to achieve an actual increase
of one million acres of habitat by 2010. It will also give local communities and our
organizations a real voice in shaping restoration projects through voluntary efforts
and public-private partnerships. It recognizes the value of watershed planning ef-
forts and voluntary efforts by citizens groups helping with actual, on-the-ground res-
toration, and makes these a priority for funding. It will also improve coordination
among Federal programs and agencies, and streamline their efforts to collaborate.

H.R. 1775 provides funding through the Army Corps of Engineers—and this bill
could be one of the most important statutory efforts to reform the Corps’ practices
and shift its mandate and mission toward restoration. The Corps itself has said that
it wants one third of its budget devoted to restoration within five years.

In case anyone wonders why we need funding through this bill, given the existing
Federal funding for CALFED, it is important to underscore that CALFED’s funding
authorization expires this year. The CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program also
does not include the entire Bay, instead emphasizing the Delta and upstream areas.
The lower reach of the estuary needs more attention, and this bill would help meet
that need. While we work to renew the CALFED funding authorization, we need
H.R. 1775 to help build a national constituency for estuarine restoration. Not only
is that appropriate, but it will help maintain the Federal presence and effort to re-
store our estuary over the long term.

All of these factors explain for the bill’s broad support among local organizations
around the nation, and among the Federal agencies themselves.

We deeply appreciate the efforts of Representatives Gilchrest and Tauscher to
work for preservation and restoration of our nation’s estuaries, and we encourage
you and all members of the House to swiftly pass this legislation.

Thank you for your consideration.

Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. And, believe me, we don’t
think that you are wasting our time in any way, shape or form.
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When we have a program that works as well as this one does,
where we appropriate a dollar and it turns into two or three be-
cause of contributions that interested parties make, certainly this
is in no way, shape or form a waste of time, and we thank you for
being here.

I would just say that my inclination is just to say, at this point,
that people who are involved in this program make these contribu-
tions and if we can get more people interested and involved in the
program to make more contributions, so much the better.

So I don’t have any questions at this time, but I would like to
commend you for your forethought and bringing this matter to our
attention, and we intend to move forward with it as expeditiously
as possible.

Mr. DINGELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Faleomavaega.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I, too, would like

to associate myself with your comments made earlier concerning
Mr. Dingell’s statement. Perhaps, just for the record, to my good
friend from Michigan, my own personal welcome for him to testify
this morning.

As you well know, Mr. Dingell, the Department of the Interior
did something very funny last year and, perhaps for the record, if
you could explain to the members of the Committee, this rotation
consecutive appointment seems to have done something to the way
the law had originally constituted the membership of the Council.

Can you share with the members of the Committee how this has
affected your decision, with Mr. Weldon, to introduce this legisla-
tion, to increase the membership?

Mr. DINGELL. Yes, I will, and I thank you for that question.
Originally, there were to be three private organizational members,
which would be generally representative of the conservation com-
munity.

It was to derive the benefit of their expertise, to achieve the ben-
efit of their support, and also to encourage their participation and
that of others in the conservation community and program, which,
as mentioned by the Chair, has been enormously successful be-
cause it brings in about $2.50 worth of private money for every dol-
lar we spend of Federal money, and people are confident that this
program is saving money because the areas are held under long-
term contract and have the prestige of being denominated as essen-
tially government or quasi-governmental undertakings. So people
are comfortable giving money to carry these programs forward.

What has transpired is that the success of this has led the Sec-
retary, and I think in a proper exercise of his judgment, to say,
well, we want to spread the opportunity for responsible organiza-
tions around, to permit them to serve on this panel.

This would have the practical effect, and I agree with it, of in-
creasing the support that is out there in the society generally, par-
ticularly in the organized conservation community.

Having said that, at the same time, however, we drop the two
organizations that participate most extensively and in terms of the
largest contributions, in terms of money and time and manpower
and so forth: Ducks Unlimited, which is an extraordinary organiza-
tion, a great treasure, and the Nature Conservancy.
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Their purposes are slightly different, but they’re all geared to
buying land and at conserving and preserving the wildlife re-
sources and the other environmental values.

So I find that the two purposes, the purpose of seeing to it that
we encourage the participation by those who do the most, is some-
what at war with the idea of spreading it around to attract greater
public attention and greater public support.

This is an attempt to meet the concerns of the Department, to
see to it that we do keep the big givers and the people who do the
most in a position where they can continue to do that and enthu-
siastically support it, while, at the same time, affording the Sec-
retary the opportunity to provide some additional recruitment of
public support for the program.

I think that in that particular, this is a pretty good compro-
mising resolution for the difficulty that we confront and it doesn’t
make it so big that we run into social problems inside the institu-
tion.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I thank the gentleman for a very com-
prehensive explanation, and I do support the gentleman’s bill, by
the way. Thank you.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank my good friend and I would say to him
hoya ah.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I think the Chairman probably doesn’t know
what that means, but maybe one day when you come see the South
Pacific, we will share with him the meaning of those words.

Mr. DINGELL. We will sing him a song.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you.
Mr. SAXTON. Thank you very much. Mr. Ortiz.
Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Chairman, all I can say is that it’s an honor to

have the dean of the House with us this morning, and I think that
you have a good bill and I’ll support it. Thank you, Mr. Dingell.

Mr. DINGELL. I thank you. I’m honored to be here, Mr. Chair-
man. You are three distinguished members and we all have large
reason to be grateful to all of you for your leadership and for your
hard work in these matters. Thank you.

Mr. ORTIZ. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SAXTON. We want to thank you for being here this morning,

John. Your testimony is much appreciated.
We will now move on. I will now introduce the second panel. We

have with us Tom Melius, the Assistant Director of External Af-
fairs at the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

I just would like to say, as a reminder, that the five-minute rule,
of course, is in effect. Your testimony will be included in its en-
tirety for the written record, and I now recognize Tom for his state-
ment.

STATEMENT OF TOM MELIUS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR EX-
TERNAL AFFAIRS, FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, U.S. DE-
PARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. MELIUS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Tom Melius,
Assistant Director for External Affairs for the Fish and Wildlife
Service, and I appreciate the opportunity to appear today to discuss
the first two bills at this hearing.
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The Fish and Wildlife Service strongly supports H.R. 2496, the
reauthorization of the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design
Program, which was introduced by Congressman Ortiz. H.R. 2496
would reauthorize the administrative expenses for the Junior Duck
Stamp Program at $25,000 for Fiscal Years 2001 through 2005.

In 1989, the Junior Duck Stamp Program was developed initially
by the Service with a grant from the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. The program was sanctioned and expanded by Con-
gress in 1994.

This program is designed to offer young people from kinder-
garten to high school the opportunity to learn about wetlands,
water fowl and wildlife conservation through their participation in
an integrated curriculum of environmental science and the arts.

The highlight of the program is the annual Junior Duck Stamp
contest. All 50 states and the District of Columbia participate. The
Service owes a great deal of appreciation to the volunteers who as-
sist with this program. These volunteers are responsible for many
activities, such as receiving and recording the art and selecting the
contest sites annually.

The Service believes the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and
Design Program plays an important role in the education of our
youth, for it instills in them a strong environmental conservation
ethic. Currently, over 100,000 young people in the public, private
and home-school programs participate. The Service strongly sup-
ports adoption of H.R. 2496.

The next bill, H.R. 2821, the North American Wetland Council
Expansion Act, introduced by Congressman Dingell and co-spon-
sored by Congressman Weldon, amends the North American Wet-
land Conservation Act to expand the Wetlands Council by adding
two additional non-governmental organizations to the nine-member
group.

The North American Wetland Conservation Act provides match-
ing grants to private and public organizations and individuals who
have developed partnerships to carry out wetland conservation
projects in the United States, Canada and Mexico.

From 1991 through March 1999, over 900 partners have been in-
volved in 684 projects, supported with over $287 million in Federal
funding and total partner contribution exceeding the $272 million
figure, a ratio of $2.5 for every one dollar of Federal funding, a very
great leverage.

The North American Wetland Conservation Act also directs the
Secretary of the Interior to appoint state and non-government
agencies to the nine-member council, with permanent seats for the
Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service and a representative from
the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation. The states are rep-
resented by state directors from four of the states representing the
four flyways.

The three NGO organizations are required to be active partici-
pants in wetland conservation projects. Both the states and non-
governmental members are appointed to serve three-year terms.

The North American Wetland Conservation Act is one of the
most successful and non-controversial Federal conservation laws,
mainly due to the partnerships that have been formed for on-the-
ground restoration efforts. The Council embodies these successful
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partnerships and represents the broad-based coalition of interests
committed to the protection of wetlands and migratory birds.

For these reasons, the Service does not believe the Council needs
to be expanded to meet its current mission. However, should Con-
gress expand the mission of the Council, as has been discussed, in
conjunction with the debate on the Neotropical Migratory Bird
Conservation Act, then the addition of two members may bring ad-
ditional new expertise and perspective to the Council.

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act, which the
Senate passed in April of 1999, and is awaiting floor action in the
House, as well as a bill very similar that was passed out of the Re-
sources Committee, establishes a grant program to provide assist-
ance in the conservation of neotropical migratory birds.

The legislation encourages the Secretary of the Interior to estab-
lish an advisory group to provide guidance in implementing a
grants program. If that legislation is enacted, the Service intends
to designate the North American Wetland Council as the advisory
group for that program.

This program would bring the expertise and experience of the
Council to the full range of needs of neotropical migratory birds.
Recognizing this opportunity, the Service believes that if the
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act were enacted, ex-
panding the Council to include additional non-governmental groups
with expertise in Latin America and the Caribbean and neotropical
migratory bird conservation, it would make sense to enhance the
Council’s current expertise and representation.

The Service looks forward to working with Congressman Dingell
and the Subcommittee to explore these opportunities to fulfill all
needs of migratory birds, including neotropical migrants, water
fowl and others.

This concludes my statement and I would be pleased to answer
any questions the Committee may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Melius follows:]

STATEMENT OF THOMAS O. MELIUS, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR EXTERNAL AFFAIRS,
U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

Mr. Chairman, I am Tom Melius, Assistant Director for External Affairs for the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. I appreciate the opportunity to appear today to dis-
cuss these two Fish and Wildlife Service bills the Subcommittee is considering.
H.R. 2496, Reauthorization of the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and De-
sign Program

The Fish and Wildlife Service strongly supports H.R. 2496, which was introduced
by Congressman Solomon P. Ortiz. We would like to thank Mr. Ortiz for introducing
this bill and for his continued support of this program.

H.R. 2496 would reauthorize administrative expenses for the Junior Duck Stamp
Conservation and Design Program at $250,000 for fiscal year 2001 through fiscal
year 2005. Funds appropriated under this program are used for various purposes,
including salary and travel expenses for the Junior Duck Stamp Manager, travel ex-
penses for the Junior Duck Stamp winners and their teachers and parents, mailing
contest information and scholarships and ribbons for contest participants.

In 1989, the Federal Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Program was
developed initially by the Service with a grant from the National Fish and Wildlife
Foundation. The program was sanctioned and expanded by Congress in 1994, with
the enactment of Public Law 103-340.

This innovative program is designed to offer young people from kindergarten to
high school the opportunity to learn about wildlife conservation through an inte-
grated art and science curriculum. The primary focus of the wildlife conservation
program, which complements the regular environmental education curriculum for
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students, is waterfowl and wetland education. The highlight of the program is the
Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design art contest held annually and modeled
after the successful Federal Duck Stamp. The Junior Duck Stamp program experi-
enced a humble start with two states participating—California and Florida. Today,
all fifty States and the District of Columbia participate.

Each year, as part of their environmental education studies, students throughout
the Nation submit their designs relating to conservation of migratory birds (water-
fowl entries) to a designated site in their State to be judged by volunteers who are
versed in art and wildlife. The ‘‘Best of Show’’ designs in the State are forwarded
to Washington, DC, where they are judged by a panel of five judges. The first place
design in the national contest becomes the Federal Junior Duck Stamp. The Junior
Duck Stamp, which sells for $5, is a collectible and is not used for hunting.

Because of the limited resources, States rely heavily on volunteers. These volun-
teers receive the art, record it, prepare the art for display and decide where in the
State the contest will be held. Following the contest, they prepare the art for its
return and prepare certificates of appreciation and ribbons for contest participants.
Without these volunteers, the Junior Duck Stamp program could not be the success
that it is.

The Service believes the Junior Duck Stamp Conservation and Design Program
plays an important role in the education of our youth and it instills in them an envi-
ronmental conservation ethic. In 1998, over 42,000 students entered the art contest.
Educators who have consulted with the Service on the development of the Program,
estimate that for every student who enters the art contest ten other students actu-
ally participate in the curriculum. In addition, the winning designs are displayed
at State Fairs, National Wildlife Refuges, art galleries, museums, and government
buildings, encouraging and educating students and the public.

The Service strongly supports H.R. 2496, and we encourage Congress to pass this
important legislation to help the Service continue providing this educational pro-
gram for young people.
H.R. 2821, North American Wetlands Council Expansion Act of 1999

The Service would like to thank Congressman Dingell and the Subcommittee for
your continued interest in and support of the North American Wetlands Conserva-
tion Act (NAWCA) and the work of the North American Wetlands Council. H.R.
2821 would amend NAWCA to expand the Council by adding two additional non-
govemmental organizations to the nine-member group. While the Service does not
oppose the bill, we believe it is unnecessary because the Council has been working
successfully for ten years to advance the goals of wetlands and migratory bird con-
servation.
History of NAWCA

NAWCA provides matching grants to private or public organizations and individ-
uals who have developed partnerships to carry out wetlands conservation projects
in the United States, Canada, and Mexico. The law was originally passed to support
activities under the North American Waterfowl Management Plan, an international
agreement that provides a strategy for the long-term protection of wetlands and as-
sociated upland habitats needed by waterfowl and other migratory birds in North
America. NAWCA established a nine-member Council to review grant proposals and
recommend approval of qualifying projects to the Migratory Bird Conservation Com-
mission (MBCC).

In 1998, Congress reauthorized appropriations for NAWCA through fiscal year
2003, reflecting the strong support shared by Congress and the public for the Act’s
goals. The ceiling for appropriations for NAWCA is $30 million per year, and Con-
gress has appropriated $15 million for projects in fiscal year 1999, the highest level
appropriated to date.
Successes of NAWCA

From 1991 through March 1999, over 900 partners, including environmental
groups, sportsmen’s groups, corporations, farmers and ranchers, small businesses,
and private citizens have been involved in 684 projects under NAWCA. The law re-
quires that U.S. and Canadian partners focus on protecting, restoring, and/or en-
hancing important habitat for migratory waterfowl and other birds. In Mexico, part-
ners may develop training and management programs and conduct studies on sus-
tainable use, in addition to habitat protection. NAWCA has supported projects with
a total of over $287 million in Federal funding, and total partner contributions have
exceeded $727 million. The law requires non-Federal matching dollars of 1: 1; how-
ever, partners have averaged 2.5 dollars for every Federal dollar. This tremendous
leveraging has enabled well over 8 million acres of wetlands and associated uplands
to be acquired, restored, or enhanced in the United States and Canada, while over
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26 million acres in Mexico’s large biosphere reserves have been affected through
conservation education and management planning projects.

Current Operations of the Council
NAWCA directs the Secretary of the Interior to appoint State and non-govern-

mental agencies to the nine-member Council, with permanent seats for the Director
of the Fish and Wildlife Service and a representative from the National Fish and
Wildlife Foundation. The States are represented by State Directors of Fish and
Wildlife Agencies and represent the four migratory bird flyways. The three non-
govermental organizations are required to be active participants in wetlands con-
servation projects. Both the States and non-governmental members are appointed
by the Secretary to serve three-year terms. The Secretary is authorized to appoint
one alternate member to the Council, who is able to vote if one of the nine seats
is vacant or a voting member is absent from a meeting. The Secretary is also en-
couraged to appoint ex officio members to the Council, who are not voting members
but able to participate actively in the selection process. Currently one non-govern-
mental organization holds this status. Mexico and Canada also have ex officio mem-
bership and participate in the decisions of the Council. The Council meets three
times a year to review and rank project proposals and is served by staff which pro-
vides extensive technical advice. The Council recommends projects to the MBCC,
which has the authority to approve funding for projects.

Over the past ten years, the current nine-member Council has successfully col-
laborated to select the most important projects to protect migratory birds and their
habitats and further the goals of the North American Waterfowl Management Plan.
Part of the success of NAWCA has been the fair, equitable and non-biased way in
which the Council has formulated sound recommendations to the MBCC. The re-
sults speak for themselves. NAWCA is one of the most successful and non-controver-
sial Federal conservation laws; mainly due to the partnerships that have been
formed for on-the-ground restoration efforts. The Council embodies these successful
partnerships and represents the broad-based coalition of interests committed to the
protection of wetlands and migratory birds. For these reasons, the Service does not
believe the Council needs to be expanded to meet its current mission. However,
should Congress expand the mission of the Council as has been discussed in con-
junction with debate on the Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act, then the
addition of new members may bring important new expertise and perspectives to
the Council.
Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation

The Neotropical Migratory Bird Conservation Act, which the Senate passed in
April 1999 and is awaiting floor action in the House, establishes a grants program
to provide assistance in the conservation of neotropical migratory birds. The legisla-
tion encourages the Secretary of the Interior to establish an advisory group to pro-
vide guidance in implementing the grants program. If that legislation is enacted, the
Service intends to designate the North American Wetlands Council as the advisory
group for this program. This proposal would bring the expertise and experience of
the Council to the full range of needs for neotropical birds that depend on healthy
habitat throughout their migratory life cycles. Conservation of all migratory birds,
not only in wetlands but in other important habitat areas as well, is already built
into NAWCA. The Council is fully capable of carrying out this advisory role and has
indicated its enthusiasm for doing so.

Recognizing this opportunity, the Service believes that if the Neotropical Migra-
tory Bird Conservation Act were enacted, expanding the Council to include two ad-
ditional non-governmental groups with expertise in Latin America, the Caribbean
and neotropical migratory bird conservation would make sense to enhance the Coun-
cil’s current expertise. The Service looks forward to working with Congressman Din-
gell and the Subcommittee to explore these opportunities and fulfill the needs of all
migratory birds including neotropical migrants, waterfowl and others.

This concludes my written testimony, and I would be happy to answer any ques-
tions.

Mr. GILCHREST [presiding]. Thank you, Mr. Melius. I just have
a couple of questions.

How much money did Congress appropriate for the Junior Duck
Stamp Program?

Mr. MELIUS. The Junior Duck Stamp Program receives an an-
nual appropriation of $250,000 a year.
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Mr. GILCHREST. And how many schools currently receive copies
or applications or information about the program, public and pri-
vate, and do you target specific schools? Is the country blanketed
with information? What kind of follow-up do you have?

Mr. MELIUS. The latter, as you just mentioned, is more the ap-
proach that we have taken. We try to blanket the entire nation
using the database provided to us from the educational organiza-
tions, so that every school in our nation will receive information
about how to implement this type of a program.

Mr. GILCHREST. Is it mailed to the individual schools?
Mr. MELIUS. Yes.
Mr. GILCHREST. Is it the school board that gets the information

or the actual high school or middle school?
Mr. MELIUS. I believe it’s through the elementary schools, as well

as including the high schools, so that we get as broad a distribution
as we can, because this is a program that does involve elementary
schools or elementary students, as well as high school students.

Mr. GILCHREST. So it goes to the actual school or to the board
in that county?

Mr. MELIUS. To the actual school itself, I’m told.
Mr. GILCHREST. So you send out tens of thousands of pieces of

literature.
Mr. MELIUS. A brochure that explains the program, as well as

then in each state and all states participate, we have a state coor-
dinator, a volunteer normally, and we will have instructor cur-
riculum, as well as go out and conduct workshops to try to get
more participation in this program.

Mr. GILCHREST. How many schools participate, do you know?
Throughout the country.

Mr. MELIUS. I believe that we have approximately 5,212 schools
that are active participants at this time. We have approximately
42,000 students that are entering art into the contest to be judged
annually in each one of the states. Winners of each one of these
states then is submitted to Washington, DC for a national program,
where we then judge a first and a second and a third place winner.

Mr. GILCHREST. Is it mostly high school students that partici-
pate, middle school?

Mr. MELIUS. It depends in each state on just where the enthu-
siasm lies with a lot of the volunteers and some of the instructors.
We have had past state winners that are from elementary school,
as well as from high schools. Last year, the winner was from Dear-
born, Michigan and the winner of this year’s contest, which was
just announced a couple of months ago, was from Illinois.

Mr. GILCHREST. Is there certain criteria, water colors, acrylic, oil,
does that matter?

Mr. MELIUS. The criteria of what type of medium they use is not
really that important. It’s more that they are learning about the
whole water fowl and wildlife experience and incorporate some of
that into the art that they are producing in each one of the states.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you very much. I yield now to Mr.
Faleomavaega.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank
Mr. Melius for his statement this morning.
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I was going through this very beautiful pamphlet or brochure
about the national wildlife refuge system and I notice issues like
Guam, like Baker Island, which I don’t think anybody lives there,
and Howland Island, even Rose Atoll, which is part of my jurisdic-
tion.

Is there any particular reason why these areas are not included
in this legislation? I notice some in Puerto Rico and the 50 states
are part of the participants of the program, but I don’t see any ref-
erence made to these areas. Hawaii is an area, even though it’s a
state.

Mr. MELIUS. I’m not certain of——
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Do you have to have ducks in order to qual-

ify to be a participant?
Mr. MELIUS. I’m not certain why it was not originally included

in the ’94 bill, as adopted by Congress. Since this is a reauthoriza-
tion, that is something I’m sure could be looked into.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Would the Administration have any objec-
tion if I do ask my good friend from Texas and others here to in-
clude the insular areas? Would it be an extra cost in the program?

Mr. MELIUS. We feel that as many areas that we can get out this
type of material and participation is just valuable to all of us.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. It’s not so much the money. It’s the pro-
gram. It’s the orientation. It’s the getting the young people of
America to appreciate what wildlife is all about, especially our ap-
preciation for ducks.

Am I correct in that?
Mr. MELIUS. You’re very correct, as well as all water fowl, not

just only ducks.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Melius, we had earlier the statement

that was made by Congressman Dingell about the proposed bill to
add two additional members to the North American Wetlands Con-
servation Council. I didn’t get the gist of the Administrations posi-
tion. Do you oppose the proposal made by the gentleman from
Michigan to add two new members to the Council?

Mr. MELIUS. While we are not opposed to the addition of two ad-
ditional members to the Council, the Administration believes that,
at this time, under the current mission of the Council, there is a
very strong balance of representation and that with the current
policy of trying to rotate members onto that Council, that the
Council is working very effectively.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. But the Interior Department, when they
took this position in ’98, last year, was this part of the authoriza-
tion of the legislation to allow the Secretary to do this consecutive
term rotation, whatever it is?

Mr. MELIUS. The rotation policy was an effort that I believe the
Fish and Wildlife Service initiated a year ago to try to give better
clarity on just how the Council and the membership on the Council
is going to be implemented.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Not wanting to put words in your mouth,
Mr. Melius, but if I hear what you’re saying, the Administration
does not oppose, but really would prefer not having two additional
members. Am I correct in that?

Mr. MELIUS. If Congress is wanting to have two additional mem-
bers, of course, we will work with that in every fashion we can. We
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just feel that the addition of some other areas to the Council may
be a better thing to consider at this time.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You say that we have a strong balance, but
what Mr. Dingell is proposing would make it even better. Right?

Mr. MELIUS. We’re trying to work with the Council to make sure
that there is a delicate balance kept. If the addition of two new
members is what the Congress is wanting to do, I’m sure we will
be able to accommodate that.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Melius, you’re very—I like that. Thank
you very much.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Ortiz.
Mr. ORTIZ. Mr. Melius, thank you for being with us today. And

I think that you gave a good explanation as to what H.R. 2496
does. I think that there were some very good questions that were
asked.

I guess my question would be, what do you need for us, Con-
gress, to do so that we can meet your plans? I know this is an ex-
citing program. Many children in the middle schools and high
schools take advantage of this program.

What can we do to help you?
Mr. MELIUS. Besides just adoption of this bill to keep the author-

ization flowing, I would like to thank you personally for the effort
you have shown in this. I remember early in the ’90s specifically
having an opportunity to work in this body on the old Merchant
Marine Fisheries Committee, when the 1994 bill was originally
drafted, an issue that I was involved with at that time.

So I appreciate your steadfast support of this. Obviously, the ap-
propriations are the life blood in allowing us to continue and we’re
very pleased that Congress has been able to provide the full au-
thorization or full appropriations at the authorization level.

Mr. ORTIZ. Thank you. And I can assure you that I will do every-
thing, with my good friend from American Samoa, to accommodate
him, to work with him, because he’s bigger than I am.

Thank you. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Would the gentleman yield?
Mr. ORTIZ. I yield.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Actually, Samoans are very small people.

Just don’t provoke them, that’s all.
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. The gentleman from Texas, or the

gentleman from Puerto Rico.
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no com-

ments or questions.
Mr. GILCHREST. We thank the agency, Fish and Wildlife, for com-

ing and testifying here this morning. Thank you very much.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. GILCHREST. Yes.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I just want to ask unanimous consent to

have the statement by Mr. Frank Pallone be made part of the
record.

Mr. GILCHREST. Without objection.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Pallone follows:]
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STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK PALLONE, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF NEW JERSEY

Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing today on H.R. 1775, the Estu-
ary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act. I know both the Chairman and the spon-
sor of this legislation have a keen interest in seeing our estuaries preserved and
protected and I commend them for their efforts.

Estuaries are the richest part of our coastal areas, a wealth of biodiversity. They
are havens for migrating shore birds and nurseries for essential fish habitat. They
are critical to the survival of many species, which use estuaries as protective feeding
areas for their young. Estuaries also offer vast scientific, educational, and rec-
reational benefits. They are often the cultural centers of coastal communities. These
fragile areas are also especially vulnerable to the impacts of over-development and
pollution. At the same time, many estuary areas play a large role in local and re-
gional economies. In New Jersey, the New York-New Jersey Harbor and Delaware
Bay estuaries are important maritime commerce areas, and the Barnegat Bay estu-
ary in the Chairman’s district is a critical area for coastal recreation.

H.R. 1775’s goal of restoring one million acres of estuary habitat by the year 2010
follows the spirit of President Clinton’s Clean Water Action Plan which calls for an
increase of 100000 acres of wetlands annually. I would like to hear our witnesses’
views on the bill’s goal of one million restored estuary acres.

I also hope our witnesses today will address the question of whether the bill
should be expanded to include the Great Lakes and territories. I know many mem-
bers of the Subcommittee would like to see the bill expanded, and I am interested
in hearing what our panelists think about this proposal. Finally, I hope our panel-
ists will comment on the council structure of the created by H.R. 1775 and the ad-
vantages to creating these types of partnerships.

Again, I thank the Chairman and the sponsor of this legislation. I am pleased to
see this bill move forward and I look forward to working with my colleagues to enact
this legislation.

STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE GILCHREST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MARYLAND

Good morning., Today the Subcommittee on Fisheries Conservation, Wildlife and
Oceans will be hearing from various distinguished witnesses regarding the status
of the nation’s estuaries and, in particular, my bill H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat
Restoration Partnership Act. This is a topic that has generated considerable interest
this session of Congress, and it is my hope that we can come together to pass mean-
ingful legislation to assist in the restoration of estuary habitat throughout the na-
tion.

Habitat in estuaries has been degraded or destroyed over the past 100 years with
little regard for its many economic values and quality-of-life benefits. Population
growth in coastal watersheds; dredging, draining, bulldozing and paving; pollution;
dams; sewage discharges—these and other impacts from human activities have led
to the extensive loss and continuing destruction of estuary habitat.

For example, in our coastal states, more than half (roughly 55 million acres) of
wetlands have been destroyed. Specific examples include:

In the Chesapeake Bay, 90 percent of sea grass meadows were destroyed by
1990. Over the last 30 years (1959-89), oyster harvest fell from 25 million
pounds to less than one million.
In San Francisco Bay, 95 percent of its original wetlands have been destroyed
and only 300 of the original 6,000 miles of stream habitat in the central valley
support spawning salmon.
70 percent of salt marshes along Narragansett Bay are being cut off from full
tidal flow and 50 percent have been filled; and
Louisiana estuaries continue to lose 25,000 acres annually of coastal marshes,
an area roughly the size of Washington, DC;

For the most part, the loss in each estuary is an accumulation of small develop-
ment projects and other impacts. The destruction cannot be blamed on one factor
alone, but the cumulative effects of the destruction are surprising in extent and se-
verity, amounting to tens of millions of acres.

We can and must coordinate Federal, state and local management efforts to pro-
tect our estuaries. We must also provide sufficient resources for estuary restoration,
without which all of our planning and coordination efforts are useless. Our estuaries
are sick, and planning without implementation is like a diagnosis without any treat-
ment. If we want to bring estuaries back to health, we need to commit the time,
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money, and creativity necessary to restore the vital organs that make estuaries live
and breathe.

H.R. 1775, the National Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act, is not
about a new layer of Federal bureaucracy—it is about coordination of existing estu-
ary restoration efforts. H.R. 1775 will complement the efforts of programs like the
National Estuary Program (N-E-P) and the Coastal Wetland Conservation Grants
by providing direction to Federal agencies to work together with the states, local
governments, N-E-Ps, conservation groups, and others to address a most critical
need—habitat restoration.

My bill, which has 45 cosponsors, creates a national estuary habitat restoration
council that will be responsible for reviewing and approving project proposals and
developing a national strategy to identify restoration priorities. The council will con-
sist of the Federal agencies that have some responsibility for estuary management—
the Army Corp of Engineers, EPA, NOAA, the Fish and Wildlife Service, the De-
partment of Agriculture, and the Department of Transportation.

The council will also include state government representatives from six regional
councils from around the country. The six regional councils will be responsible for
identifying restoration priorities for their member states and forwarding project ap-
plications that address those priorities to the national council. Each regional council
is made up of the governor of each state in the region.

The Federal agencies will be expected to provide technical support to these re-
gional councils in the development of their project applications. H.R. 1775 will en-
gage the Federal agencies in new capacities to manage and restore this nation’s es-
tuaries. My bill gives the Army Corps of Engineers the responsibility for managing
the operations of the national and regional councils, and for providing technical as-
sistance on project development and implementation. NOAA is charged with col-
lecting monitoring data on projects and maintaining a database of both successful
and not-so-successful projects. All of the agencies are called upon to work together
to coordinate their efforts and target those estuaries that are identified by the re-
gional councils as priorities.

Despite our best efforts, the restoration of estuary habitat remains a roadblock
to healthy ecosystems in many areas of the country. H.R. 1775 proposes a way to
focus our efforts and to begin targeting specific, regional problems. This will be a
learning experience. The agencies will need to develop new relationships and find
ways to work together. With a comprehensive monitoring database, future project
applicants should be able to learn from past project experiences. I see great poten-
tial for a renewed restoration effort, and I look forward to hearing the testimony
on this bill.

STATEMENT OF HON. WAYNE GILCHREST, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND

Mr. GILCHREST. Also, today, the Subcommittee on Fisheries Con-
servation, Wildlife and Oceans will be hearing from various distin-
guished witnesses regarding the status of the nation’s estuaries; in
particular, my bill, H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat Restoration
Partnership Act.

This is a topic that has generated considerable interest of this
session of Congress, mostly favorable interest, but some controver-
sial. It’s my hope that we can come together to pass a meaningful
piece of legislation to assist in the restoration of estuary habitats
throughout the nation.

This is going to be a fairly long statement, but I want to read
it anyway, because it’s a really good statement. That anything we
can do to provide incentive, energy, as politicians say, fire in the
belly, which I never had for politics, but I don’t know, it’s still here.

There’s a lot of work to be done out there and there’s a lot of
good minds out there to do the work. If we can collaborate and co-
ordinate all the various Federal, state and local projects, instead of
the fragmentation that now exists, we can really turn some of this
stuff around.
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Habitat and estuaries have been degraded or destroyed over the
past 100 years, with little regard for its many economic values and
quality of life benefits. Population growth in coastal watersheds,
dredging, draining, bulldozing, paving, pollution, dams, sewage dis-
charges.

You know, the dynamic balance of nature has its ebbs and flows.
Sometimes things are really good; sometimes, if you have a volcano
explode, it really destroys the landscape. But it has a dynamic ele-
ment to it.

But with paving, bulldozing, dredging, sewage, there is nothing
dynamic about that. It’s one big massive, dull thud that never gets
out of the way.

These and other impacts of human activities have led to the ex-
tensive loss and continuing destruction of estuary habitat. For ex-
ample, roughly 55 million acres of wetlands have been destroyed.
In the Chesapeake Bay, we’ve lost about 90 percent of sea grass
meadows. San Francisco Bay, 95 percent of its original wetlands
have been destroyed and only 300 of the original 6,000 miles of
stream habitat in the Central Valley support spawning salmon.

We’ve lost 70 percent of the salt marshes in Narragansett Bay.
Louisiana estuaries continue to lose 25,000 acres of coastal
marshes annually, An area roughly the size of Washington, DC.

For the most part, the loss in each estuary is an accumulation
of small projects and other impacts. Let that acre go. Let that half-
acre go. Let that 20 acres go. And the cumulative impact, based on
the increase in population, begins to become more of a problem, a
greater impact.

We can and must coordinate Federal, state and local manage-
ment efforts to protect our estuaries. We must also provide suffi-
cient resources for estuary restoration, without which all of our
planning and coordination efforts are useless.

Our estuaries are sick, and all you have to do is go to one of
them anywhere in the country and you’re not going to see a vi-
brant, clean, clear body of water. Our estuaries are sick and plan-
ning without implementation is like a diagnosis without a treat-
ment. We all know what the problems are, but we can’t quite get
out there in any meaningful way—I know the Corps of Engineers
is doing some work in the Chesapeake Bay on oyster reefs. So is
Fish and Wildlife, so is NMFS, so are any other given agency, but
it’s tiny little pieces, without much coordination.

I’m not being—casting stones to the agencies, but we need some-
thing like—you know, we have this funnel, we have this massive
Federal Government that have pieces of certain projects or grants,
but it’s like a strainer. They don’t really get a specific problem in
any big way.

What we’d rather do with our legislation is take this—if you’ve
ever put—what do you call it—transmission fluid in an automatic
car, you have this funnel and this long shaft that goes down into
that tiny little tube. Well, that’s what we want to do. We want to
get all these massive Federal agencies and programs and depart-
ments where they can target in a significant way some projects.

We’d like, for example, to—the state has a program to restore 10
percent of the oyster reefs in about 10 years. Well, we think we can
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do 20 percent of the original oyster reefs in 10 years or less, if you
coordinate all the efforts.

About 1 percent of the oyster production, harvest, is left after
100 years of damming and sewage and cumulative impacts of all
sorts. Just one percent of the oysters are being harvested today of
what it was 100 years ago, lost 99 percent of the resource.

We are fragmenting the environment. Everybody in the room
knows it. And we have a fragmented program to fix it. I’m not say-
ing this piece of legislation is going to solve all the nation’s prob-
lems, but I think it would go a long way and it’s a first really good
step in the right direction.

H.R. 1775, the National Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership
Act, is not about—this is important, and I wish my colleague from
Virginia was here to hear this—but if we can get this voted out of
this Committee, it will have a great impact on the Transportation
Committee.

It’s not a matter of a new layer of Federal bureaucracy, and
there’s nothing wrong with bureaucrats, because you’re related to
that system. It is about coordination of existing estuary restoration
efforts.

H.R. 1775 will complement the efforts of programs like the Na-
tional Estuary Program, by providing direction to Federal agencies
to work together with state and local governments, and we go on.
We have 45 co-sponsors.

The Corps of Engineers, EPA, Fish and Wildlife Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, Department of Transportation would be the
people who make up this council. The six regional councils would
be responsible for identifying restoration priorities for the member
states and forwarding project applications that address those prior-
ities to the national council.

Each regional council is made up of the governor of each state
in the region. The Federal agencies will be expected to provide
technical support to those regional councils in the development of
their project.

We have the Chesapeake Bay program, and I’m sure they have
similar programs—I know they have similar programs in Lou-
isiana, similar programs in San Francisco. The Chesapeake Bay
program is a good program. There’s a lot of good people that work
there. But there seems to me, and you can correct me if I’m wrong,
that there’s a little bit of—whether it’s agency overlap or not
enough agency collaboration between the Feds and the state and
local private groups, like the Chesapeake Bay Foundation or uni-
versity scientists, we’d like to get all these people together, all
these bright minds together and use an effective means to specifi-
cally target programs that will actually restore some of these estu-
aries that are having problems.

In spite of our best efforts, the need for restoration of estuary
habitat remains a roadblock to having healthy ecosystems in many
areas of the country. We hope that this bill proposes a way to focus
our efforts and to begin targeting specific regional problems.

This is going to be a learning experience. The agencies will need
to develop new relationships and find ways to work together. With
a comprehensive monitoring database—and I guess I’d like to em-
phasize that as my last point.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:18 Oct 18, 2001 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00026 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6602 E:\HEARINGS\63806 pfrm07 PsN: 63806



23

We want to do good things, but we want to make sure that those
good things, whether it’s restoring SAVs, oyster restoration, fish
habitat, a whole range of other things, that we monitor what we
do so that we can improve that process.

So at that point of preaching to the choir, I’m going to yield to
my good friend from American Samoa for his opening statement.

STATEMENT OF HON. ENI F. H. FALEOMAVAEGA, A DELEGATE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE TERRITORY OF AMERICAN SAMOA

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for ex-
plaining in great detail some of the provisions contained in the pro-
posed bill. And I do want to apologize. I don’t know what happened,
but I would love to be a co- sponsor of this proposed bill, because
I think, in principal, it has tremendous value.

I think the questions of the estuaries existing in our country
needs to be deftly looked upon this and whether it be organizing
or establishing a council similar to what we already have in our
fisheries management council, I think it’s a good idea, a principal
one, a concept.

But I do look forward to hearing from our friends from the Ad-
ministration and see what their responses, and I look forward to
working with you on the provisions of the bill.

The one thing that I just wanted to raise, and maybe I kind of
read it too casually, was just that the States of California and Ha-
waii are not included in the regions, unless if I misread the provi-
sion of the bill. But I don’t know why, but I get into this position
every time when there’s a proposed bill.

The first question I raise is whether Puerto Rico is included or
whether the insular areas are included. We always seem to be
faced with these kinds of issues whenever legislation is being intro-
duced. With 3.8 million American citizens living in Puerto Rico, I
know perhaps it was just a slight oversight or maybe it was not
intended, but I——

Mr. GILCHREST. If the gentleman would yield.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I’d gladly yield to the gentleman.
Mr. GILCHREST. Hawaii and California are included and we cer-

tainly will ensure that Puerto Rico is included, as well, and Amer-
ican Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. We do have estuaries. I thank the Chair-
man and thank you very much for your explanation, and, again, I
want to personally welcome our friends from the Administration
and look forward to hearing their testimony.

Mr. GILCHREST. The gentleman from Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF HON. CARLOS A. ROMERO-BARCELÓ, A COM-
MISSIONER IN CONGRESS FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PUERTO RICO

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I just want to
welcome the witnesses here today and I’m very glad to be here.

I will have to excuse myself a little later on, because I have an-
other commitment. But I wanted to say that I would like to also
join the Chairman as a co-sponsor of this bill. It’s a very important
and very timely brought up, and I join with my colleague, Mr.
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Faleomavaega, in requesting to make sure that we are also in-
cluded in the bill.

Thank you.
Mr. GILCHREST. We will ensure that before the markup.
Mr. ROMERO-BARCELÓ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. GILCHREST. Now I would like to introduce our witnesses. We

have Ms. Sally Yozell, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Oceans and
Atmosphere, National Oceanic—I’m going to say NOAA; Mr. Mike
Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works, De-
partment of the Army; and, Mr. Gary Frazer, Assistant Director of
Ecological Services, U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

Thank you for coming this morning. We have a new light system,
but we also want to make sure that your entire statement is read
and we’re not cut off before we miss any important information.

Ms. Yozell, you may go first.

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR OCEANS AND ATMOSPHERE, NATIONAL OCE-
ANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION

Ms. YOZELL. Thank you very much. Good morning, Mr. Chair-
man and members of the Subcommittee. My name is Sally Yozell,
and I’m the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmos-
phere, at the U.S. Department of Commerce.

First, let me thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your leadership on
this legislation and, Congressman Faleomavaega, let me also thank
you for your leadership particularly in restoration of marine areas,
such as corals and our great success recently in Pago Pago in re-
moving those vessels. So thank you for your assistance.

This hearing comes at a very timely moment. Estuaries and fish-
eries from North Carolina through the Chesapeake Bay and up
through the New Jersey coast are suffering from the intense flood-
ing from last week’s hurricane. On Monday, the President declared
a commercial fishery failure in North Carolina as a result of the
hurricane.

We know that oyster beds have been destroyed, other shellfish
are being contaminated, and we’ve only begun to assess the overall
resource damages. Restoration activities can play a key role in how
well and how quickly we can undo some of the damage done from
this recent hurricane.

For example, we can create oyster reefs and create or restore
coastal wetlands to replace those damaged by the storm. Both are
important because they help stabilize the bottom and serve as a
natural filter to minimize the fluxes of sediments and nutrients
into our coastal waters.

Today’s hearing is very timely under these unfortunate cir-
cumstances.

I appreciate the Committee’s leadership in focusing on the need
to protect the nation’s estuary and coastal resources. Estuaries are
an important part of our nation’s economic and environmental well
being. These special coastal places provide habitat for many impor-
tant species, act as a natural water treatment system, provide flood
control and protection against storm damage, and are wonderful
recreational areas.
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In fact, estuaries and coastal wetlands provide essential habitat
for 80 to 90 percent of our recreational fish catch and 75 percent
of the nation’s commercial harvests.

These natural systems, though, Mr. Chairman, as you just so elo-
quently pointed out, are in big trouble and they are suffering from
many water quality problems, declining habitat, et cetera.

So NOAA supports your legislation, H.R. 1775. NOAA’s science
and expertise in estuary restoration can contribute significantly in
achieving the goals of this bill, especially when we are coupled with
the capabilities of all the other Federal agencies here and who are
also included in the legislation.

You asked me to focus specifically on six areas, so let me first
comment on those. Regarding the bill’s impact on existing NOAA
restoration programs, I can only say that it will compliment our ex-
isting suite of activities in a very major way, and, in particular, the
national council will ensure coordination among the federally-spon-
sored estuary efforts, as well as with our partners in the local and
state governments.

Second, regarding the structure of the proposed councils, I be-
lieve the collaborative approach to restoration fostered by the na-
tional council will have a great benefit. Although I strongly support
the involvement of states, local governments and constituents, I’m
not totally certain that having two separate councils is the most ef-
ficient way to achieve this.

Perhaps workshops or advisory panels may be more efficient or
even ex-officio members will accomplish the goals, but I’d like to
work with you on that.

Third, concerning the type of restoration that could be conducted,
NOAA envisions a broad range of activities, such as improvements
tidal exchange, dam or berm removals, fish passageway improve-
ments, and the establishment of riparian buffer zones.

I would also encourage that the legislation reward the use of in-
novative approaches and recommend that each project include a
long-term monitoring phase, as this seems to be the most effective
method to determine success, make corrections and advance the
science of restoration.

Fourth, concerning what we see as NOAA’s main role in the bill,
NOAA looks forward to serving on the national council. We envi-
sion providing the scientific and technical expertise gained over
many years of involvement in habitat restoration, and I endorse
the specific role to manage the data collected from all of the res-
toration projects.

With regard to the funding identified for NOAA to manage the
monitoring data, it seems adequate. However, I’m not confident
there is enough funding to support the full range of administrative
and technical support activities to cover the whole Act.

Fifth, concerning the extent that NOAA participates in and co-
ordinates estuary restoration, NOAA is involved in a wide range of
these activities with other Federal and state partners.

For example, we’re part of Louisiana’s Coastal Wetlands Plan-
ning, Protection and Restoration Act, known as CWPPRA, which
this legislation is closely modeled after. Through CWPPRA, we
have sponsored 17 projects, totaling over $65 million.
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NOAA’s damage assessment and restoration program, or DARP,
cooperates with many of our Federal and state partners. It restores
coastal and marine resources injured by releases of oil and other
hazardous materials. DARP has obtained more than $250 million
in settlements and has been involved in over 50 restoration
projects.

Then we have a new program that is called our community-based
restoration program, and that works with local communities to re-
store coastal habitats using small amounts of Federal moneys, and
we have, in the last three years, done over 70 projects.

Lastly, Mr. Chairman, I was asked about the role NOAA antici-
pates for the National Estuarine Research Reserve System.
Through state and Federal partnership, NOAA manages 25 estua-
rine reserves, totaling over a million acres. To date, there has been
some limited restoration at these sites, but the restoration needs
are significant and this legislation would help significantly in ac-
complishing this.

For example, the Chesapeake Bay Reserve in Maryland is work-
ing to address erosion and habitat loss. Currently, the reserve is
evaluating Maryland’s policies concerning the removal of invasive
marsh grasses. The reserves can also serve as a scientific baseline
where areas of controlled studies can be conducted on restoration
techniques.

If I could, I’d like to make just a couple more comments with re-
gard to the legislation. First, I would recommend that the Great
Lakes states (and I’m happy to hear now that the U.S. Territories
and Commonwealths) should also be included and eligible for as-
sistance. They have important estuaries and analogous restoration
needs.

I also believe the bill should place greater emphasis on the bio-
logical significance of restoration, as opposed to just share acreage.
Often, the greater ecological benefit is derived from a small restora-
tion project, not necessarily a larger one.

As you noted earlier, it’s a half-acre here, a full acre there, and
whatever. Sometimes those can be very beneficial in just restoring
that small amount.

And NOAA agrees with you that the priority should be given to
restoration projects that have area-wide restoration plans in place
and, also, the strong effect of non-point and point pollution pro-
grams.

Lastly, I would like to remind the Subcommittee that earlier this
year, the President announced his one billion dollar Lands Legacy
Initiative to expand Federal efforts to conserve and restore Amer-
ica’s natural resources. The initiative included $14.7 million in-
crease to improve the reserve system and $22.7 million to fund the
existing community-based restoration program, which I just men-
tioned.

The House Commerce, Justice, State Appropriations mark in-
cludes only $1.35 million for the NERS program increase, and no
increased funding for the community-based restoration effort. I
know that they’re going to conference now and I urge the Com-
mittee please to work with the Appropriations Committee.

And, Mr. Chairman, I have to say, we believe that the Sub-
committee has taken a very important leadership role in address-
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ing the estuarine restoration issue. NOAA supports the bill, H.R.
1775, and I applaud the efforts that have gone into developing this
important legislation.

I look forward to working with you and the Committee to fine
tune this very commendable legislation, and I’d like to, if I could,
insert my full statement into the record.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Yozell follows:]

STATEMENT OF SALLY YOZELL, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR OCEANS AND AT-
MOSPHERE, NATIONAL OCEANIC AND ATMOSPHERIC ADMINISTRATION, U.S. DEPART-
MENT OF COMMERCE

INTRODUCTION
Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee. My name is

Sally Yozell and I am the Deputy Assistant Secretary for Oceans and Atmosphere
for the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). I want to thank
you for the opportunity to testify today on H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat Restora-
tion Partnership Act of 1999.
NOAA AND ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION

We appreciate the Committee’s leadership in focusing on the need to protect the
Nation’s estuarine and coastal resources. Estuaries are an important part of our Na-
tion’s economic and environmental well-being. These special coastal places provide
habitat for many important species, act as a natural water treatment system, pro-
vide flood control and protection against storm damage, and are wonderful rec-
reational areas. Estuaries and coastal wetlands also provide essential habitat for 80-
90 percent of our recreational fish catch and 75 percent of the Nation’s commercial
harvest.

These natural systems are in trouble. Estuaries are suffering from water quality
problems, declining habitat quality and, in some areas, significant habitat loss. We
desperately need to restore these areas to help replace habitat that fish, marine
mammals and endangered species need to survive and prosper.

Restoration, however, is only part of the answer for degraded estuary and coastal
habitats. The other part is to prevent habitat loss and degradation through sound
conservation and management programs. Nonetheless, there are many instances
where restoration is the only viable alternative. We believe that NOAA’s expert sci-
entific capabilities and experience in estuary and coastal restoration programs can
contribute significantly to achieving the goals of H.R. 1775, especially when coupled
with the science and expertise of other Federal agencies and our state and local
partners. As the Nation’s premier marine and coastal science and management
agency, NOAA brings together a unique combination of scientific expertise and capa-
bilities, a combination which is needed for successful restoration of our valuable es-
tuaries and coastal waters.
H.R. 1775 ESTUARY HABITAT RESTORATION PARTNERSHIP ACT OF
1999

I now would like to focus my remarks on several specific issues that the Sub-
committee has asked NOAA to address.

• How will H.R. 1775 impact existing NOAA habitat restoration programs?
NOAA believes that H.R. 1775 will serve to complement existing habitat restora-

tion programs in a number of ways. The national Estuary Habitat Restoration
Council will help to ensure coordination and cooperation with all federally-sponsored
estuarine habitat restoration efforts. The estuary habitat restoration strategy called
for in H.R. 1775 should aid in keeping these programs focused on the highest pri-
ority restoration needs. We also anticipate that some restoration projects supported
under H.R. 1775 can be designed in such a way as to complement those conducted
by NOAA. Finally, we recognize that restoration science is still quite young and as
such, the restoration efforts under this bill would enhance this body of science, espe-
cially if H.R.1775 encourages the application of innovative science and technology
in its supported restoration projects.

• What is NOAA’s view on the structure of the proposed councils?
NOAA believes that a collaborative approach to decision making is important. The

proposed national Estuary Habitat Restoration Council should provide for improved
cooperation among Federal agencies. Our experience with collaborative efforts such
as those being conducted as part of the South Florida Ecosystem Restoration Initia-
tive, the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act and Coastal
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America programs has demonstrated time and time again that success comes more
easily when Federal agencies work together.

NOAA supports the intent of H.R. 1775 to seek out and obtain the involvement
of coastal states, estuary and coastal managers, local governments, and con-
stituents in the proposed program. Regional and local involvement in national
decision-making and priority setting is critical and should be encouraged in any
legislation for estuary restoration. However, NOAA is concerned that the formal
nature and structure of the proposed Regional Councils could divert limited re-
sources away from restoration projects and slow decision making. We suggest
the use of regional or area workshops or advisory panels. Advisory panels are
especially attractive in that they could have short or long term durations, de-
pending on the issue or issues being addressed, and the Secretary or Council
could have the flexibility to select the appropriate mix of people to serve on the
panels. We have had good success with advisory panels in the management and
conservation of marine resources and believe that they could help serve the
needs of H.R. 1775, as well. Representatives of the regional advisory panels also
could serve as ex-officio members of the national Estuary Habitat Restoration
Council. We note that an August 11, 1999, Department of Justice letter outlines
the Administration’s concerns with a potential constitutional problem under the
Appointments Clause, and we defer to the Department of Justice regarding this
issue.
• What types of restoration activities could be conducted if H.R. 1775 is enacted?
Habitat restoration activities could include improvement of coastal wetland
tidal exchange or reestablishment of historic hydrology, dam or berm removal,
fish ladder or other fish passageway improvements, natural or artificial reef/
substrate/habitat creation, establishment of riparian buffer zones and improve-
ment of freshwater habitat features that support anadromous fishes, planting
of native coastal wetland and submerged aquatic vegetation, and removal of
invasive vegetation. Additionally, we recommend that the habitat restoration
activities include a significant research component to promote the development
of innovative approaches and techniques for estuary habitat restoration. There
should be a major monitoring and evaluation phase for all restoration projects,
as this is the only way to gauge restoration success and advance the science
of estuary restoration.
• What does NOAA see as its main role under H.R. 1775? Does the bill provide
sufficient funding and direction to carry out these activities?

NOAA sees its major role in H.R. 1775 as a contributor of the science and tech-
nology we have gained over the years in habitat restoration and in the investigation
of our many coastal and estuarine ecosystems. Additionally, we see a critical role
in ensuring coordination of our ongoing restoration programs with those of H.R.
1775 to minimize redundancies and to complement and capitalize on the achieve-
ments of all of the programs. We endorse the specific area of work specified for
NOAA in H.R. 1775 which is to serve on the National Council and to directly sup-
port restoration efforts through the collection and management of data related to
the restoration projects.

The funding as proposed in H.R. 1775 is probably adequate to address NOAA’s
role in establishing a monitoring database. NOAA currently is not funded and
staffed to adequately support the Councils and provide the increased technical as-
sistance that would be necessary to meet the needs from partners. We want the ma-
jority of funding under the bill to go toward on-the-ground restoration activities.
However, we hope the Congress will provide a reasonable amount of funding to the
Federal agencies to enable us to effectively implement this Act. We support the bill’s
subdivision of the authorization section, providing separate subsections for each of
the following: an authorization of appropriations for restoration activities; moni-
toring; and a cap on administrative expenses. This is similar to the approach under
the Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection, and Restoration Act (CWPPRA).

• To what extent does NOAA currently participate in estuary habitat restoration
efforts? Which programs are involved and what has the agency done to coordi-
nate its efforts with other agencies?

NOAA is engaged in a wide range of estuary habitat restoration efforts. I will
briefly summarize each of the major activities in four categories as well as their co-
ordination with other agencies.
COASTAL WETLANDS PLANNING, PROTECTION AND RESTORATION
ACT

The Coastal Wetlands Planning, Protection and Restoration Act (CWPPRA) pro-
vides funding and support for the restoration, protection, conservation and enhance-
ment of threatened wetlands in the Louisiana coastal zone. NOAA and the other
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participating Federal and State agencies have the opportunity to plan and imple-
ment large-scale coastal wetlands restoration projects that are significant on a local
and national level. Forging partnerships within the State such as with the Lou-
isiana Department of Natural Resources and local parish governments has proven
critical to the success of the restoration projects. It has resulted in funding for res-
toration projects totaling over $65 million that are designed to address the rapid
loss of Louisiana’s wetlands. For NOAA and the State of Louisiana, CWPPRA pro-
vides the hope of sustaining coastal wetlands that are important to the economic,
recreational and cultural base of the State and region.

As required by CWPPRA, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers established a Task
Force composed of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the Department of the Interior, the Department of Agriculture,
and the State of Louisiana. The Task Force annually prepares and submits to Con-
gress a priority list of wetland restoration projects for Louisiana. The site selection
process is based on the technical merit, cost effectiveness, and predicted wetland
quantity and quality of the proposed project. The Task Force was responsible for the
preparation of a comprehensive coastal Restoration Plan for the State of Louisiana,
which was completed at the end of 1993. The Plan provides much of the basis for
selecting restoration projects.

Each CWPPRA project requires the sponsorship of a Federal agency Task Force
member for implementation. The Act uses a trust fund, which is supported by reve-
nues from tax receipts on small engines and other equipment. Of the amount appro-
priated from this fund, 70 percent (an amount not to exceed $70 million annually)
is available for wetland restoration projects and associated activities in Louisiana.
While some 70 percent of the funds available under CWPRA are dedicated to restor-
ing Louisiana wetlands, it is important to note that project selection is still based
on merit criteria. CWPPRA mandates a cost-share of 85 percent Federal funds to
15 percent State funds for all projects.
RESTORING ESTUARIES THROUGH TRUSTEESHIP

As a coastal steward and a designated natural resource trustee under the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (Superfund),
and the Oil Pollution Act, NOAA protects and restores marine and coastal resources
on behalf of the public. NOAA works at hazardous waste sites with the EPA and
other clean-up agencies to develop remedies to protect coastal resources, and to sup-
port habitat and human health. NOAA’s Coastal Resource Coordination program
works at approximately 260 hazardous waste sites a year, about 75 percent of which
affect estuaries. Examples of on-going protection and restoration efforts in estuarine
environments include the Tulalip Landfill in Puget Sound in Washington, the Exxon
Bayway oil spill in the Arthur Kill in New York Harbor, the Apex Houston Oil Spill
in Point Lobos, California, and the Greenhill oil spill in Louisiana.

NOAA’s Damage Assessment and Restoration Program (DARP) restores coastal
and marine resources injured by releases of oil and other hazardous materials. Since
its inception, DARP and its partners have generated more than $240 million in set-
tlement funds to restore injured coastal resources on behalf of the public from those
responsible for the damage.

Through DARP, NOAA is working on a number of damage assessment cases in
estuarine environments including Lake Barre in Louisiana, Commencement Bay in
Washington, Narragansett Bay in Rhode Island, Lavaca Bay in Texas, and Pago
Pago Harbor in American Samoa. By working together with responsible parties and
co-trustees to collect data, conduct assessments and carry out restoration actions,
NOAA is able to restore a clean and healthy environment as quickly and effectively
as possible. Most of these restoration projects are completed through cooperation
with both Federal and state resource trustee agencies. This experience has rein-
forced the importance of partnerships and the absolute need to document restoration
success for the benefit of future restoration efforts.

NOAA’s trustee activities ensure that resources are protected and restored fol-
lowing releases of oil and other hazardous materials, which results in more produc-
tive and diverse estuarine habitat for fish and wildlife, cleaner water, and healthier
ecosystems.
COMMUNITY-BASED RESTORATION PROGRAM

In 1996, the NOAA Fisheries Restoration Center formulated the highly successful
Community-Based Restoration Program (CRP). The CRP achieves habitat restora-
tion by engaging communities in local marine and estuarine habitat restoration
projects. It provides funding and technical expertise to restore coastal habitat and
partners with local constituencies to accomplish meaningful, grass roots projects. In
addition to seed money, the CRP provides support by leveraging expertise and funds
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from partner organizations. Through these partnerships, the program generates
funding up to tenfold the original Federal investment. Moreover, the program seeks
to promote coastal stewardship and a conservation ethic among coastal commu-
nities.

The Administration’s FY2000 Budget Request includes $22.7 million of new fund-
ing for the restoration of coastal habitat. Seven million is slated for expanding the
existing CRP. Almost $16 million is identified for implementing habitat restoration
on a regional basis through the creation of a new, regional habitat restoration pro-
gram.
NATIONAL ESTUARINE RESEARCH RESERVES

Realizing the importance of our Nation’s estuaries, Congress established the Na-
tional Estuarine Research Reserve System (NERRS) in 1972 to improve the health
of estuaries and coastal habitats. This Federal/state partnership has proven success-
ful in managing some of our Nation’s relatively pristine estuaries. Through the work
of expert staff, monitoring and education programs and on-site laboratories, NOAA
has developed innovative partnerships with coastal states in connection with 25 Re-
serves, which have resulted in improved management of nearly one million acres
of estuarine waters and lands.

Although the Reserves represent some of the Nation’s most valuable and rel-
atively undisturbed estuaries, restoration in the Reserves around the Nation is still
an essential activity to protect these biologically diverse areas. To date, many of the
Reserves have undertaken innovative restoration projects. For example, the Chesa-
peake Bay Reserve in Maryland is working to address erosion and habitat loss.
Areas of the Chesapeake Bay region are severely eroding from impacts of sea level
rise. In an effort to deter erosion, the Reserve is currently evaluating Maryland’s
policies concerning the removal of invasive marsh grasses, a traditional restoration
practice. An evaluation and revision of current State policies relating to salt marsh
grass management in certain regions around the Chesapeake Bay may result from
this work. The South Slough Reserve near Coos Bay, Oregon, has conducted restora-
tion activities at two sites that were experiencing significant subsidence and ditch
erosion. By redistributing organic material over the surface of the marsh, the Re-
serve was able to restore habitat used by salmon and other fish. Indicators of
healthy marsh ecosystems were monitored at all the restored sites. Further work
is being designed to examine different techniques for developing tidal channel habi-
tat for salmon and other fish.

To further improve our Nation’s estuaries, NOAA and the University of New
Hampshire established the Cooperative Institute for Coastal and Estuarine Environ-
mental Technology (CICEET), which serves as a national center for the development
and application of innovative technology for restoration. CICEET uses the Reserves
as living laboratories and is currently supporting several projects that apply innova-
tive technologies to coastal habitat restoration.
SOUTH FLORIDA ECOSYSTEM RESTORATION

Another example where large scale habitat restoration will be carried out is in
South Florida. In July, 1999, the Army Corps of Engineers and the South Florida
Ecosystem Restoration Task Force presented to Congress a $7 billion, 20 year plan
to restore more natural water flows throughout the South Florida ecosystem. Restor-
ing natural flows to the estuaries is the single most important action needed to re-
store the hundreds of South Florida estuaries that have been severely damaged over
the past century by man-made changes in the quantity, quality and timing of fresh-
water delivery to the coast. The proposed plan will restore natural flows to almost
all the remaining estuaries in South Florida and significantly advance overall res-
toration of these valuable habitats. NOAA played a key role in helping shape the
restoration plan for South Florida’s estuaries and other coastal areas. Working with
the State of Florida and Federal agencies, NOAA will also play a key role in moni-
toring the progress and results of the overall South Florida ecosystem restoration
effort, much of which will focus on coastal estuaries.

• What role does NOAA anticipate for National Estuarine Reserves under H.R.
1775?

NOAA anticipates that the National Estuarine Research Reserves will play an im-
portant role in any effort to restore estuaries. The Reserves are located in 20 of 29
biogeographic subregions (including the Great Lakes), serving as representative
areas to conduct research, monitoring and education on a number of topics, includ-
ing habitat restoration. Restoration projects undertaken in estuaries in these same
regions can use the lessons learned from the Reserves to improve restoration activi-
ties and techniques. National Estuarine Research Reserves provide many key oppor-
tunities for better estuarine habitat restoration in the Nation.
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The Reserves provide lessons in ensuring the long-term success of restoration
projects by taking watershed issues into consideration. Through management plans
and other planning mechanisms, restoration is not undertaken in areas where ac-
tivities upstream would cause degradation to restoration, thereby jeopardizing the
success and viability of the projects.

One of the key opportunities that the Reserve System offers is to learn more
about which restoration techniques are most effective. The ability to use reference
locations within the Reserves as a basis for comparison—not only for Reserve
projects, but also for projects in similar estuaries—will strengthen the science of res-
toration. The data sharing and the System-wide monitoring that are characteristic
of the Reserves provide increased opportunities for useful comparisons within the
Reserve System and with other estuarine projects.

H.R. 1775 recognizes that the Reserve System can play an important role and
build upon their success from past estuarine habitat restoration projects by allowing
the Council to give priority consideration to restoration needs within the Reserve
System. This priority consideration comes about as part of the guidelines estab-
lished for the Estuary Habitat Restoration Council in selecting sites. Since each Re-
serve develops a management plan that identifies restoration priorities, the Re-
serves qualify for priority consideration under Section 107(d)(1) when determining
restoration projects.

Finally, Reserves are owned and operated by the states in partnership with
NOAA and in cooperation with local communities. This Federal-State partnership
helps to ensure that state preferences for estuarine habitat restoration are properly
coordinated and that these priorities also incorporate local concerns and issues.
Additional comments on H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat Restoration Part-
nership Act of 1999.

In addition to the questions posed by the Subcommittee, NOAA would like to ad-
dress several other aspects of the H.R. 1775.

• NOAA agrees that priority should be given to restoration projects in areas that
have area-wide restoration plans currently in place. These plans, which identify
restoration goals, sites and priorities, need to be based on sound science to en-
able scientists to determine which efforts would most benefit the ecosystem and
fit best within the socioeconomic conditions of the area.
• NOAA supports the priority given to estuarine areas that already have strong
and effective programs to manage point and nonpoint pollution and other activi-
ties that can adversely impact estuarine areas. These programs will help to en-
sure the long-term success of the restoration projects.
• NOAA strongly suggests that the Great Lake states and the island territories
and commonwealths (American Samoa, Commonwealth of Northern Marianas
Islands, Guam, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands) be eligible for assist-
ance as they have important estuarine habitats that need restoration.
• Consultation with state Coastal Zone Management programs should be man-
datory to ensure consistency with state CZM policies, especially during develop-
ment of state or local restoration strategies and during reviews of locally or pri-
vately sponsored project proposals. Early consultation with state CZM programs
will result in a more streamlined process.

CONCLUSION
In conclusion, as the Nation’s primary marine science agency, NOAA has the

proven expertise and scientific capability to assist in making sound decisions about
estuarine habitat restoration. The primary lesson we have learned from our restora-
tion activities thus far is the importance of strong science and long-term monitoring
to achieve successful estuarine restoration.

I believe the Subcommittee has taken an important step in addressing these sig-
nificant issues by holding this hearing today. We applaud the Subcommittee’s lead-
ership and commitment to protecting our Nation’s estuarine and coastal resources
and we look forward to working with you.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Ms. Yozell. We appreciate your testi-
mony. We have a vote on. There’s two votes, one 15-minute vote
and one five-minute vote. We won’t be able to finish the panel.

So if you don’t mind, what we’ll do is we’ll go down and vote and
we’ll come right back. So we’ll recess for the vote. That will give
you a little bit of a break and we’ll see you all in about 20 minutes.

[Recess.]
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Mr. GILCHREST. The Subcommittee will come back to order. We
appreciate your patience.

Mr. Davis, you may begin.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. DAVIS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY OF THE ARMY FOR CIVIL WORKS, DEPARTMENT OF
THE ARMY

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Sub-
committee. I am Michael Davis, Deputy Assistant Secretary of the
Army for Civil Works.

I am very pleased to be here today to present the Department
of the Army’s views on H.R. 1775.

For over 200 years, the nation has called upon the Army Corps
of Engineers to solve many of its water resources problems. Histori-
cally, the Corps has emphasized its flood damage reduction and
navigation missions.

In recent years, however, pursuant to Water Resources Develop-
ment Acts, we have elevated our environmental restoration and
protection mission to a level equal to our more traditional missions.
The Corps now uses its engineering, project management, real es-
tate and environmental expertise to address environmental restora-
tion and protection problems.

The Corps, in fact, has a powerful toolkit of authorities and pro-
grams that can be brought to bear to help solve environmental
problems.

Over the last decade alone, the Corps has helped to restore hun-
dreds of thousands of acres of habitat, benefiting hundreds of fish
and wildlife species. Examples include 28,000 acres of habitat re-
stored along the upper Mississippi River, with 100,000 acres pro-
jected by the year 2005; 35,000 acres of flood plain and wetlands
restoration under construction today along the Kissimmee River in
Florida, and hundreds of acres of coastal wetlands restored by ben-
eficially using dredge material, including an 1,100 acre project in
the Chesapeake Bay, known as Poplar Island.

On July 1 of this year, the Army submitted to Congress a com-
prehensive plan to restore the Everglades. The world’s largest eco-
system restoration project, this plan will help restore over 2.4 mil-
lion acres of wetlands in the south Florida ecosystem, as well as
improve the health of estuaries and Florida Bay.

Throughout the world, estuarine and coastal areas serve as focal
points for human use and development. These same areas also per-
form critical functions from an ecosystem perspective. Estuaries
help protect us from flooding, help maintain water quality, and pro-
vide habitat and food for a myriad of fish and wildlife species,
many of them threatened or endangered.

These coastal environments generate billions of dollars annually
through such industries as tourism, sport and recreational fish-
eries. There is, in fact, an urgent need to protect and restore these
fragile ecosystems.

Recognizing the economic, social, cultural and environmental
benefits that they provide, we applaud the co-sponsors of H.R. 1775
for their vision and leadership in this area. In particular, Mr.
Chairman, we applaud you for your leadership.
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If enacted, H.R. 1775 would enhance the Corps’ ability to restore
and protect estuarine habitat. In this regard, the Army supports
enthusiastically H.R. 1775 and looks forward to working with you
in enacting such legislation.

The goal of restoring one million acres of estuarine habitat by
the year 2010 is consistent with the President’s Clean Water Action
plan goal of restoring 100,000 acres of wetlands annually beginning
in the year 2005.

The proposed national framework and the national estuarine
habitat restoration strategy should help partners identify and inte-
grate existing restoration plans, integrate overlapping plans, and
identify processes to develop new plans, where they are needed.

This framework document could help us maximize incentives for
participation, leverage our very limited Federal resources, and min-
imize duplication of efforts. We recommend that the use of the ex-
isting organizational structure of the Coastal America Partnership
be considered fully. Coastal America has national and regional
teams already in place and many of the members of these teams
will be the very same experts that we would need to consult under
H.R. 1775.

The legislation is consistent with the Coastal Wetlands Preserva-
tion, Protection and Restoration Act. This legislation has created a
unique multi Federal and state agency partnership which is work-
ing to restore and protect approximately 73,000 acres of coastal
wetlands in Louisiana.

We are pleased to note that important changes that the Army re-
quested at a Senate committee hearing on a companion legislation,
S. 1222, last Congress, had been incorporated into H.R. 1775.
These changes limit Federal assistance for each habitat project to
65 percent, strengthen and clarify the role of the Secretary of the
Army, and allow the restoration council to consider, where appro-
priate, non-governmental organizations as sponsors for environ-
mental restoration and protection projects.

We do suggest a few additional minor modifications to further
improve H.R. 1775.

For example, we urge the Committee to revise the bill to make
it clear that non-Federal sponsors are responsible for providing all
lands, easements, rights-of-way, dredge material, disposal areas
and locations, as is required for all Army Civil Works water re-
sources projects.

We also believe that the Secretary of the Army should make the
determination regarding the acceptability and evaluation of in-kind
contributions for local cost-sharing.

In addition, like my colleague from NOAA, we believe that you
should consider including the Great Lakes region, which is widely
recognized as a coastal region of the United States, with unique,
but very similar problems and opportunities.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would like to briefly mention an issue
that you are very familiar with, an issue that seriously threatens
our wetlands resources.

As a result of a court decision that invalidated the Army and
EPA Tulloch rule, tens of thousands of acres of wetlands will be
lost to unregulated drainage and excavation. While we recognize
that this Committee does not have direct jurisdiction over this
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issue, the Administration feels very strongly that H.R. 1775 and
any bill designed to strengthen the protection of estuarine and
coastal habitats should address what is perhaps the most serious
threat to water quality and coastal and other waters of this coun-
try.

Otherwise, the current loophole promises to defeat the laudable
goals of H.R. 1775.

Mr. Chairman, last night at midnight, I returned from a three-
day trip in the panhandle of Florida, where I witnessed firsthand
the ditching and drainage of thousands of acres of what was for-
merly Cypress Swamp. Not only do we have the direct impacts, loss
of habitat, which is very valuable to our fish and wildlife species,
the water draining from this land runs directly into Apalachicola
Bay, which provides 10 percent of the oysters to this country. It’s
a very serious problem.

In conclusion, the Corps has been increasingly involved in recent
years with efforts to protect and restore our estuaries. We have en-
joyed very much working with you and your staff on H.R. 1775 and
we look forward to continuing this relationship as we both move to-
wards enacting this important piece of legislation.

Mr. Chairman, that concludes my testimony and I’d be pleased
to answer any questions that you may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Davis follows:]

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL L. DAVIS, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF THE ARMY FOR
CIVIL WORKS

INTRODUCTION
Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, I am Michael L. Davis, Deputy

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works. I am here today to discuss the
Army Corps of Engineers environmental restoration and protection mission and
present the Department of the Army’s views on H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat Res-
toration Partnership Act of 1999.
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS ENVIRONMENTAL MISSION

For over 200 years the Nation has called upon the Army Corps of Engineers to
solve many of its water resources problems. Historically, the Corps has emphasized
its traditional mission areas of improving our navigation and transportation system,
protecting our local communities from flood damages and other disasters, and main-
taining and improving hydropower facilities across the country. The Corps environ-
mental activities have expanded over time with major changes in environmental law
and policy, such as the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, which requires
each Federal agency to assess fully its actions affecting the environment, and the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 (now called the Clean Water Act) in
which the Corps was given a major responsibility for regulating the discharge of
dredged or fill material into all of our Nation’s waters, including wetlands. In recent
years, however, pursuant to the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986
and subsequent WRDAs, the Corps has elevated its environmental restoration and
protection mission to a status equal to its flood damage reduction and navigation
missions. The Corps now uses its engineering, project management, real estate, and
environmental expertise to address environmental restoration and protection oppor-
tunities.

The Corps has a powerful toolkit of standing authorities and programs that can
be brought to bear to help solve environmental problems. Over the last decade alone
the Corps has helped to restore hundreds of thousands of acres of habitat of many
types which benefit thousands of fish and wildlife species, Examples include: 28,000
acres of habitat restored for the Upper Mississippi River (98,000 projected by 2005);
hundreds of acres of coastal wetlands restored in Louisiana; 35,000 acres of restored
flood plain under construction as part of the Kissimmee River Restoration Project
in the Florida; and, hundreds of acres of coastal wetlands restored under authorities
which authorize the Corps to beneficially use dredged material for ecosystem res-
toration.
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On July 1, the Army submitted to Congress a comprehensive plan to restore the
Everglades, the world’s largest ecosystem restoration project. This plan will help
protect, enhance and restore over 2.4 million acres of wetlands in the south Florida
Ecosystem as well as improve the health of estuaries and Florida Bay.

We are especially proud of our efforts on all coasts in conjunction with the Coastal
America initiative. Some examples of projects where the Corps, using its programs,
led multi-agency, multi-level efforts (Federal, State, local and private) include: res-
toration of a coastal salt marsh area in the Galilee Bird Sanctuary, Rhode Island;
the initial demonstration area for restoration of tidal wetlands in the Sonoma
Baylands, California; the Sagamore Salt Marsh Restoration, Massachusetts; initi-
ation of actions to restore 1100 acres to provide riparian and submerged habitat at
Poplar Island, Chesapeake Bay, Maryland; and, shoreline stabilization and sub-
merged aquatic vegetation restoration around Tangier Island in the Chesapeake
Bay. Our FY 2000 budget request includes study funds for 12 potential projects di-
rected at protecting or restoring the benefits of estuaries, as well as funding for
many other activities that would be beneficial to the environment in or adjacent to
our Nation’s estuaries.
SIGNIFICANCE OF ESTUARINE AND COASTAL AREAS

Throughout the world, estuarine and coastal areas serve as focal points for human
use and development. These same areas also perform critical functions from an eco-
system perspective, providing habitat and food for myriad fish and wildlife species.
Estuaries are unique in that they serve as a transition zone between inland fresh-
water systems and uplands, and ocean marine systems. There is an urgent need to
protect and restore these ecosystems recognizing the economic, social, and environ-
mental benefits they provide. In this regard, we would add as a purpose of the bill
the need to promote a greater public appreciation and awareness of the value of our
estuary and coastal resources. As with many environmental issues, future genera-
tions depend upon our actions today.

Legislation to expand the authority of the Corps to use its unique skills and expe-
rience to restore and protect estuary habitat would add to the Corps environmental
portfolio. Let me assure you that the Department of the Army therefore is prepared
to take a leadership role in reaching the goals of H.R. 1775. Army would approach
implementation of H.R. 1775 in accordance with the policies and procedures which
grew out of the Water Resources Development Act (WRDA) of 1986, subsequent
WRDAs, and long-standing partnership and public involvement practices.

Additionally, Army would explore the possibility of using the existing organization
and structure of the Coastal America partnership to jump-start restoration efforts.
Coastal America has National and Regional Implementation Teams already in place,
and many of the members of these teams would be the very same experts we would
consult with under H.R. 1775.
H.R. 1775

I would now like to focus on the Department of the Army views on H.R. 1775.
The Department of the Army supports efforts to enhance coordination and efficiently
finance environmental restoration and protection projects. The goal of restoring 1
million acres of estuary habitat by the year 2010 is in consonance with the Presi-
dent’s Clean Water Action Plan and the goal of a net increase of 100,000 acres of
wetlands, annually, beginning in the year 2005. We also agree with the philo-
sophical basis for the legislation, that estuaries and coastal areas are being de-
graded rapidly, and that there is an urgent need to attain self-sustaining, eco-
logically-based systems that are integrated into surrounding landscapes. The pro-
posed national framework, or national estuary habitat restoration strategy, to be
completed at the end of the first year, should help partners identify and integrate
existing restoration plans, integrate overlapping plans, and identify processes to de-
velop new plans where they are needed. This framework document could help us
maximize incentives for participation, leverage Federal resources, and minimize du-
plication of efforts. We support the requirement to publish the draft strategy in the
Federal Register for review and comment to enhance public involvement. We believe
that the legislation is consistent with the National Estuary Program (NEP), which
was established to manage and protect aquatic ecosystems in coastal watersheds,
and the National Estuarine Research Reserve System, which uses science to im-
prove management of estuaries. The NEP strives to protect and restore habitat
through consensus and initiatives which are community-based. The legislation also
is consistent with the Coastal Wetlands Preservation Protection and Restoration
Act, a unique multi-Federal and State agency partnership which is working to re-
store and protect approximately 73,000 acres of coastal wetlands in Louisiana over
a 20-year period.
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We are pleased to note that important changes that the Army requested at a Sen-
ate Committee hearing held on companion legislation, S. 1222, last Congress have
been incorporated into H.R. 1775. These changes limit Federal assistance for each
habitat project to 65 percent, strengthen the role of the Secretary of the Army com-
mensurate with the need for accountability for appropriations received, and allow
the Restoration Council to consider, where appropriate, non-governmental organiza-
tions as sponsors for environmental restoration and protection projects. H.R. 1775
is a bill that the Department of the Army could support.

We urge the Committee to revise the bill to make clear that non-Federal sponsors
are responsible for providing all lands, easements, rights-of-way, dredged material
disposal areas and relocations, as is required for Army Civil Works water resources
projects. We also believe the Secretary should make the determination as to the ac-
ceptability and valuation of in-kind contributions for local cost sharing, rather than
the proposed Council.

We urge you to consider expanding the geographic scope of the habitat protection
and restoration activities proposed in H.R. 1775 to include the Great Lakes region,
which faces many of the same challenges as coastal regions of the United States.
This coastal region has many ecosystem problems that mirror those of more tradi-
tional coastal areas and has, for that reason, been included as a coastal region in
the programs authorized under the Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, as
amended, and in the Administration’s Coastal America Initiative. We believe that
the addition of a regional council representing the Great Lakes region, to include
the States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, Pennsylvania
and New York, merits serious consideration.

Many environmental restoration techniques and approaches are new, and when
dealing with natural systems, there is a need to test new ideas, learn from success-
ful and not so successful projects, and manage adaptively to adjust to ever-changing
conditions. Environmental restoration efforts for the Everglades, the Upper Mis-
sissippi River System Environmental Management Program, and the Coastal Wet-
lands Preservation Protection and Restoration Act, all acknowledge, to varying de-
grees, the value of demonstration projects and adaptive assessment approaches.
Adding to H.R. 1775 a demonstration component with a cost share that is consistent
with that applied to habitat projects, and a requirement for non-Federal sponsors
to manage adaptively, would encourage the partners to try out new ideas and learn
more about how to restore and protect estuary and coastal areas.

While we recognize that this Committee does not have direct jurisdiction over this
issue, it is important to note that the Administration feels strongly that H.R. 1775,
and any bill purporting to strengthen protection of estuarine and coastal habitat,
should address the most serious threat to water quality in coastal and other waters
by closing a regulatory gap that threatens the loss of tens of thousands of acres of
wetlands to drainage and excavation each year. This gap, which resulted from a
court decision invalidating the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and Army
Corps of Engineers ‘‘Tulloch’’ rule requiring permits for drainage and channelization
that affect our Nation’s wetland resources, promises to defeat the laudable goals of
H.R. 1775 unless Congress takes prompt action.

We applaud the co-sponsors of H.R. 1775 for their vision and leadership in this
area. The Army supports H.R. 1775 and looks forward to working with you and your
Senate counterparts in enacting such legislation.
CONCLUSION

The Corps has been increasingly involved in recent years with efforts to protect
and restore the benefits of estuaries and their surrounding habitat. The Department
of the Army is also looking forward to working with the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Departments of Commerce, Agriculture, Interior, and Transportation,
and the non-Federal participants in the designated coastal regions, to restore and
protect our nation’s estuary habitat. You can be assured that Army Civil Works is
committed to making partnerships work. Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testi-
mony. I would be pleased to answer any questions you or the Subcommittee may
have.
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Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Davis. Mr. Frazer.

STATEMENT OF GARY D. FRAZER. ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR
ECOLOGICAL SERVICES, U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Mr. FRAZER. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee,

I’m Gary Frazer, Assistant Director for Ecological Services of the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

The Service supports H.R. 1775 and commends you, Mr. Chair-
man, and the co-sponsors for introducing this important legislation.
Estuaries provide vital habitat for a great many of our nation’s
fish, shellfish, migratory birds, and threatened and endangered
species.

The Service has broad authority and extensive involvement in
the protection of these important resources. The Service admin-
isters two grant programs that provide funding to states and local
organizations to protect and restore coastal habitat. In addition,
through the national wetlands inventory program, the service cre-
ates hard-copy and digital maps of all wetlands and deep water
habitats of the United States, including estuaries.

The Service’s primary program for on-the-ground restoration and
protection of estuaries is our coastal program. Through the coastal
program, Service biologists provide technical and financial assist-
ance in coastal habitat protection and restoration to a host of part-
ners, including other Federal agencies, states and local organiza-
tions. Such partnerships facilitate the efficient transfer of funds to
on-the-ground restoration projects.

Over the past five years, the Service’s coastal program partner-
ships have protected more than 97,000 acres of coastal habitats
through conservation easements and acquisition. We opened almost
2,000 miles of coastal streams for anadromous fish passage, re-
stored more than 28,000 acres of coastal wetlands, restored almost
16,000 acres of coastal upland habitat, and restored 235 miles of
coastal stream habitat.

Such accomplishments have been made possible through exten-
sive coordination with other agencies, initiation of interagency
projects, and active participation with the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and state partners in implementing fish and wildlife
aspects of the national estuary program.

If H.R. 1775 were enacted, the Service anticipates that it would
support coordinated efforts to carry out larger-scale restoration
projects, such as restoration of submerged aquatic vegetation and
oyster reefs in the Chesapeake Bay, removal of exotic plants to re-
store bird habitat in south Florida, restoration of salt marshes in
coastal Louisiana, restoration of coastal wetlands critical to endan-
gered species in Hawaii.

As the Federal lead for fish and wildlife conservation, the Service
can bring a living resource focus to the council and promote the se-
lection of projects that benefit fish and wildlife resources and their
habitats.

The Service biologists can provide assistance and support to the
regional councils throughout the grant proposal, selection, imple-
mentation and monitoring processes outlined in H.R. 1775.

The Service’s coastal program biologists and joint venture coordi-
nators have built trusting relationships with the numerous part-
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ners in the field and have the delivery mechanisms in place to
quickly convert grant funds to tangible results.

The Service can also play an important role in project monitoring
and determining whether flora and fauna return successfully to the
restored area, which is the ultimate test of whether restoration has
truly been accomplished.

The Committee has asked if we believe that there is sufficient
funding in the bill for the Service to carry out its activities. Our
coastal program currently is not funded and staffed to adequately
support the councils and provide the increased technical assistance
that would be necessary to meet the needs from partners.

The Service is very sensitive to the issue of more money being
targeted to support the grants program. We want the majority of
funding under the bill to go toward on-the-ground restoration ac-
tivities. However, we hope the Congress will provide a reasonable
amount of funding to the Federal agencies to enable us to effec-
tively implement this Act.

The Service endorses the bill’s provision to reauthorize the Fed-
eral Interagency Chesapeake Bay program, in which the Service
participates as an advisory member via the coastal and fisheries
programs, and we also recommend that H.R. 1775 include the
Great Lakes region by creating a seventh regional council under
section 105 of the bill.

With these comments and suggestions, the Service believes that
H.R. 1775 is a valuable bill that will encourage Federal agencies
to work together and develop partnerships with states and commu-
nities for estuary habitat restoration. Much of the necessary plan-
ning has been done, but the improved coordination measures and
funding authorizations provided in this legislation will speed the
process of converting such plans to tangible, on-the-ground projects
that benefit fish, wildlife, and the American people.

We strongly support the spirit and intent of H.R. 1775 and look
forward to working with Congress to pass the legislation this year.

Thank you. I’ll be happy to answer any questions you may have.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Frazer follows:]
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Frazer.
Mr. Davis, just a quick question on restoring the Everglades and

the Corps of Engineers’ area of responsibility.
How do you restore the Everglades? If you could answer this in

less than five minutes. How do you restore the Everglades, and
then is the Corps of Engineers in any way responsible for—if you
restore the Everglades, that means you have to—I would assume
you have to have some land that will filter out some of the water
that flows through it, straighten out some of the canals or rivers
that were—I mean, take away the straight arrow shot of some of
the rivers, put the curves back in.

How do you go through this process as far as—I would assume
there’s going to be some easements, there has to be some land pur-
chase. There’s got to be a great deal done to the physical infra-
structure in order to implement this restoration.

Mr. DAVIS. The answer is yes, if you want a short answer. You
can really sum up how you restore the Everglades with four words.
It’s the quantity, quality, timing and distribution of water. Those
four factors are what it’s all about.
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We first have to capture some of the 1.7 billion gallons of water
that goes out to the oceans wasted every day, on average.

Mr. GILCHREST. Is there a plan to do that now, a strategy?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes.
Mr. GILCHREST. With land purchase?
Mr. DAVIS. Yes.
Mr. GILCHREST. Between the state, private sector, the Federal

Government and different Federal agencies.
Mr. DAVIS. Yes. There’s a very extensive land acquisition pro-

gram between the Corps, the Department of Interior, the South
Florida Water Management District, county governments, like
Dade County and others, where we’re going to literally be buying
hundreds of thousands of acres of land. In fact, we’ve already
bought tens of thousands of acres of land right now, setting it aside
so——

Mr. GILCHREST. Are these from willing sellers? Was the con-
demnation process used at all or may it be used in this process?

Mr. DAVIS. For the most part, the land that’s been purchased to
date has been from willing sellers. I would suspect, however, that
before it’s over, there would be some condemnation of land re-
quired, but I think for the most part, what’s been purchased to
date has been from willing sellers.

Mr. GILCHREST. How would this bill, H.R. 1775, and you said it
would help enhance the Corps’ ability to restore estuaries. How
would it help restore estuaries, H.R. 1775?

Mr. DAVIS. First and foremost, I think it sends a signal that re-
storing estuaries would be a national priority, that it’s something
that is important to the nation, that it puts a spotlight on these
important resources.

Secondly, it provides an organizing framework, so we can all be
more efficient. It’s not just the Corps. It will help all of the agen-
cies, the Federal Government, state level, local level, the private
sector, the non-profit organizations, help us coordinate so that we
can very efficiently use our funds.

We’ve seen this happen. It’s funny that it takes perhaps some-
thing as simple as some kind of organizational structure to make
things work, but Coastal America is a very good example, where
you have a program that required no additional Federal money, but
it was a framework for Federal agencies, in particular, to sit at the
table and set some priorities and look at the respective authorities
and tools and coordinate, and we’ve put some real important
projects on the ground doing that.

This would let us take another big leap and do it on a much larg-
er scale.

Mr. GILCHREST. You mentioned Coastal America. Is the frame-
work suitable? You had a couple of comments on it. But is the
framework a pretty good reflection of the framework in which
Coastal America now functions?

Mr. DAVIS. It’s a fairly good reflection. I think Coastal America,
like the bill, has a national body, a task force, if you will, that kind
of oversees, from a policy perspective, and then you have regional
implementation teams that are really out on the ground, the agen-
cy folks that are getting the work done.
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So to that extent, it does mirror the national council, regional
council structure that you have in your bill.

Mr. GILCHREST. Could the Coastal America framework be the
framework of H.R. 1775?

Mr. DAVIS. I think perhaps with some modifications, that it could
be, yes. I think, again, what I would suggest would happen is that
the same people that are generally doing the Coastal America
project, they’re going to be the same types of people, at least within
the Federal agencies that will be helping us implement H.R. 1775.

Mr. GILCHREST. You said that H.R. 1775 would create a more ef-
ficient system to implement the restoration projects. So the restora-
tion projects that are now underway are hit-and-miss? They seem
to be successful in Florida, with the massive effort there. They
seem to be somewhat successful other places.

But on a national level, the framework, however it mirrors
Coastal America or however this council system is structured,
would provide a more efficient flow of information, dollars, imple-
mentation.

Mr. DAVIS. I think it will. I think that we have witnessed a lot
of successful coastal restoration around the country currently and
I would expect that would continue.

But what this bill could do is it pulls us together and it forces
us to set priorities, perhaps looking at watersheds, stepping back
from a project by project approach, looking at where we need to
target our resources across Federal agencies, state agencies and
other levels of government.

We do that at times now, but there’s no real mandate to do that
and I think this would help create that.

Mr. GILCHREST. I see. I have a couple more questions, but I’m
going to yield right now to the gentleman from American Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I certainly want
to thank the members of the panel for their testimony. I do have
a couple of questions.

I note with interest the proposed bill—perhaps many Americans
don’t realize it, but over 50 percent of our nation’s population live
in the coastal areas of our country; 75 percent of the commercial
fishing industry is entirely dependent on these estuaries; and, 80
to 90 percent of the recreational fishing industry is also dependent
on these very important areas.

In all the years that I’ve been in the Committee hearings, Mr.
Chairman, I have never seen the Administration, three different
Federal agencies, all agreeing to a bill within a three month period
of when it was introduced. I’ve never heard of this ever happening,
Mr. Chairman, and I certainly want to commend you for this pro-
posed legislation, which I think is not only very important, but I
certainly hope that we will move it with due speed.

I’m sure the Chairman and myself, we’re very sensitive to the
idea of duplication, the idea of being overly bureaucratic about any
given issue in the problems that we deal with in the Federal Gov-
ernment.

So I suppose the bill is being introduced and now we have the
Federal agencies coming to testify and say whether or not you al-
ready have the capabilities of handling this problem that we’re ad-
dressing.
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I wanted to ask Ms. Yozell. I had mentioned earlier in my state-
ment that when you talk about estuaries, you’re talking about a
global total dollar value of about $4 trillion involved. Within our
own country, what is it, $56,000 per acre, approximately, in terms
of the dollar.

About how many acres are we looking at nationwide in our own
country? Do we have any statistics on that?

Ms. YOZELL. We do. In fact, I was just looking at a report last
night that EPA puts out, through their monitoring program. They
have assessed the quality of about 72 percent of our estuaries,
about 30,000 square miles, and they found that 38 percent are very
impaired. If you use the ratio for the remaining percent to that
would translate into about 11 million acres.

So this bill seeks to address 10 percent, which is a great start
when you think of how many really there are.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. This is just for starters, 11 million acres,
that’s just for starters.

Ms. YOZELL. The 11 million acres is what we estimate, and I’ll
have to say it’s very rough. EPA has determined that roughly about
11 million acres are impaired, and the legislation before us aims
to start out with addressing a million. So that’s roughly about 10
percent, or 11 percent.

And we think that is a great start, because we know that it is
going to be difficult by its very nature.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You had also indicated earlier, Ms. Yozell,
that you spoke very highly of the Coastal Wetland Planning, Pro-
tection and Restoration Act program that is now ongoing in Lou-
isiana. Can you elaborate on that? What are some of the features
that perhaps we can take from Louisiana and incorporate on a na-
tionwide basis, what the bill proposes?

Ms. YOZELL. Absolutely. And I will note that in the Senate side,
we call it the Breaux Act, but on the House side, we call it the
CWPPRA.

It’s a fantastic process that we’ve developed there and I think the
best part about it is the collaboration. It’s collaborative amongst all
of the Federal agencies you see here at the table, as well as oth-
ers—the state, local partners—and it’s really an on-the-ground ef-
fort.

For example, if one agency has a particular expertise in an area
that’s being restored, they sort of run that project. If another agen-
cy has expertise in another area, they do the same. So EPA will
run a project, the Corps will run a project, or NOAA will run a
project for expamle.

But overall, I think it’s the collaborative nature, it’s the on-the-
ground nature, and most of the money goes to on-the-ground
projects. I think it’s about 10 percent that goes for administration.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. What I’m most appreciative of is that we’re
seeing three Federal agencies all being very collaborative and being
very positive in their approaches and saying let’s solve the prob-
lem.

I’ve heard time and time in hearings the agencies fighting among
themselves and then expecting us to solve the problem. Again, I
wanted to ask Ms. Yozell, can you provide an example of where
there are any current existing programs that are working together
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in a way that perhaps——giving us some signals on how we can
approach and develop this legislation, that could be most helpful.

Ms. YOZELL. Sure. I think Michael pointed to one that’s very suc-
cessful, which is the South Florida restoration effort. I sit on the
task force and NOAA really offers our expertise in monitoring and
the scientific issues as we replum the overall Everglades, and Inte-
rior has their expertise. So that’s one that does work very well.

I think Michael also hit upon the Coastal America program,
where we are all together, working together.

This is very, very beneficial to us to have us all sort of thrown
together to develop a plan together, because we’re all so busy and
we have so many programs that are working to address estuary
and wetland restoration, but we’re not always certain what the
other is doing. And I think bringing us together and developing a
plan would be very effective.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Davis, there is a view among some cir-
cles that the Corps of Engineers, they tend to go out there and
dredge things, build bridges, and make things dirty.

How could the Corps of Engineers ever be considered as an envi-
ronmentalist, if your job is to go out there and destroy the reefs
and make landfills and build airports and do all these kind of good
things that supposedly destroy the estuaries, rather than restore
them?

Mr. DAVIS. That’s an interesting question. When I look at what
the Corps is all about, I see something different. First of all, if you
ask the people what the Corps is all about, they would say dredg-
ing and flood control and environmental destruction. I would sub-
mit to you that it’s different. I submit to you what the Corps is
about is solving problems. For over 200 years, this nation has
called on its Army Corps of Engineers to solve problems and society
asked the Corps of Engineers, in response to a couple of dev-
astating hurricanes in 1947, to go down and drain the south Flor-
ida Everglades. The State of Florida, and the Congressional leader-
ship, asked the Corps to go down there and do a project.

We did it and, fortunately, we were very successful. We drained
the Everglades. And we’ve been asked all over the country to do
those things. Today I think society and the Congress and certainly
this Administration is asking the Corps of Engineers to do other
things.

And I guess the biggest test of whether we’re serious about that
is where we’re putting our money. If you look at 1992, about 2 per-
cent of the Corps’ Civil Works budget, which is typically about $4
billion a year, about 2 percent of that budget went to environ-
mental restoration and protection.

In the President’s fiscal year 2000 request, about 25 percent of
the Corps’ budget goes to environmental restoration and protection.
So we are very serious today and you are absolutely right, we do
have a little bit of a problem with our image and we’re trying to
rehabilitate that and show people we are very serious about this
part of our mission.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Let’s talk about the Everglades. I’ve been to
the Everglades and, interestingly enough, I think the Corps of En-
gineers was—you built how many miles long ditches?

Mr. DAVIS. Hundreds of miles.
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Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Hundreds of miles ditches and as a result,
we’re having a serious problem with the Miccosukee tribe, and the
people there owned this whole area before westerners ever came to
Florida, and we’re having that very serious problem. How do you
help this tribe that was there before we came?

Mr. DAVIS. We are working very closely not only with the
Nukasukis, but the Seminole tribe, and they are represented on
this task force that Sally and I serve on and they have an equal
role to play in terms of helping us shape the overall restoration
plan.

I can assure you that the Nukasuki and Seminole issues are in
the front of our minds every time we make decisions about how to
replum the water, how to move the water, and we’re looking at
their interests fully.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. You notice that in the bill, there’s authoriza-
tion of $220 million for a five-year period. Do you consider that a
sufficient and adequate amount to kind of get the program going,
if this bill is enacted?

Mr. DAVIS. I think it’s a very good start. There’s a lot of very
good work, with that amount of money. Many of the projects that
we’re talking about are not necessarily all that expensive. It in-
volves things like changing culverts, getting tidal flow back into
areas. So some of the things are not that expensive.

Others will be much larger projects and will take a lot more
money, but I think that amount of money and it’s cost-shared, the
way the bill lays out, will be a very good start for us.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. About what percentage of the entire budget
of the Corps of Engineers is committed towards estuary consider-
ations?

Mr. DAVIS. Of that 25 percent that goes to the environment, I
couldn’t tell you how much of that goes to estuarine and restora-
tion, but I can get that number for you, for the record. It’s a fairly
large amount. We’ve got a lot of coastal projects going on right
now., such as Sonoma Bay-lands in California. We’ve just com-
pleted a restoration project that Senator Chafee was involved in in
Rhode Island.

So we’ve got dozens of these things around the country going on
right now. So it’s a fairly large amount of money.
——————

Of the FY 2000 appropriated funds for environmental activities, over $33 million
is committed to estuary related projects. Most of these are still in the planning and
design stages.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, I know my time is up, but
is all right if I ask another question? You’re the boss. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Frazer, it’s my understanding that a report was released last
year that identified over 65 separate programs scattered over seven
different Federal agencies, including the Fish and Wildlife Service,
providing funding for estuary and coastal wetlands restoration.

Can you give us your sense of evaluation how that would fit into
the provisions of H.R. 1775?

Mr. FRAZER. I think one of the strengths of H.R. 1775 is its na-
tional strategy to identify the various programs out there, the
needs, and to put them into a coordinated framework so that the
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pieces can become greater, when they become pulled together. You,
in fact, have greater capability than individual parts could do in
terms of advancing estuary restoration independently.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has got several programs that we
administer. Many of our efforts, particularly through our coastal
program, seek to work to coordinate the various restoration pro-
grams and to bring a living resource focus to those already. This
bill would provide a framework, as well as additional dollars, to be
able to advance large-scale and effective restoration projects.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. With the assistance of our three most val-
ued Federal agency representatives here before us, could you give
us an idea that perhaps the Administration will be helpful in mov-
ing this legislation as expeditiously as possible? We would appre-
ciate if you would let us know as soon as possible areas that you
think that could be strengthened, areas that you think of the bill
that we could work on, so that we can get this thing moving; do
you foresee any problems ahead, as far as the Administration is
concerned, on this?

Mr. Chairman, I think you’ve got a winner here. Thank you very
much.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavaega. I know there is
another panel. I just have a couple of very short questions. I know
Ms. Woolsey is here in the back waiting to introduce somebody.

Ms. Yozell, could you tell us, in as a specific way as you can, how
you think H.R. 1775 could help with an oyster restoration program,
which I’m assuming now can be a part of this habitat restoration
idea, how H.R. 1775 would help NMFS pool resources to build oys-
ter reefs in the Chesapeake Bay?

Ms. YOZELL. Absolutely. As you pointed out earlier, 1 percent,
that’s pretty dismal when you think of what used to exist with re-
gard to oyster sites throughout the bay. So there’s a lot of work
that can be done.

And I know that recently, in June, the Chesapeake Bay oyster
restoration report came out and really highlighted three areas that
are essential if we’re going to get oyster restoration throughout the
bay.

It talks about how we need three-dimensional reef habitat and
that we need to create reef sanctuaries for the brood stock, and
that we have to stop the practice of moving diseased oyster around
the bay.

So those are the issues that have been identified. Now, you know
that NOAA doesn’t spend a lot of money or nowhere near the
amount of money that we need to take on these kinds of issues and
address it. I think we have $450,000 in an oyster bed restoration
program and we do some research through Sea Grant.

So by having these funds, we can collaboratively, one, work with
other agencies; and two, work with the Chesapeake Bay program,
the states and the locals, and really benefit in doing strong and im-
portant restoration. Those three issues I outlined, they do take
money, they do take time, and they take human resources, and this
will enable us to do exactly that, and I think it’s an excellent, ex-
cellent opportunity for us to help bring the oysters back to the bay.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. Do you have an opinion on whether
the money that would go through the councils and the agencies
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that would implement these policies would be grant dollars or, like
the quorum, I would ask Mike the same question, what is the dif-
ference between a grant program and a project program? Do you
have an opinion on that?

Ms. YOZELL. Basically, the difference is, as we have under
CWPPRA, an agency runs the project and so that’s a program and
that has worked very effectively. Under the grants program, it’s a
particular grant to an entity and there’s criteria, but we may not
be as involved or be able to offer our expertise and experiences.

I believe we’ve been leaning towards—and I’ll let Michael answer
that from the Corps’ point of view, since he’ll be sort of running the
structure and they have their own issues there—I believe we’re
leaning towards a program setup through the Corps mechanism.

Mr. GILCHREST. Which would then be more project-oriented as
opposed to grant-oriented.

Ms. YOZELL. Correct.
Mr. GILCHREST. Do you think there could be some formula where

there could be a mix in the same legislation, a mix of projects and
grants?

Ms. YOZELL. Yes. For example, let me use the example of our
community-based restoration program. We provide grants, small
grants, and, as Michael pointed out, it can be anything from just
moving a culvert or a drain, and those are small projects and
they’re grants to communities, and I think they work very well.

So it would be good if we could somehow accommodate both
grants and programs.

Mr. GILCHREST. Mike, any comment?
Mr. DAVIS. I think for the most part, the Army would prefer that

it’s a project-oriented program and there are several reasons. The
science of ecosystem restoration is still relatively new and we’re
learning a lot of things as each project that we put on the ground,
we’re learning. We’re also learning that things that look good on
paper often don’t work out that way on the ground. There are some
unintended consequences, sometimes negative, sometimes positive.

So I would caution that we need to make sure that we have the
right amount of analysis done before we just march off and start
building something or doing something. So for the most part, I
think that we need the analytical framework that we use to put
projects on the ground and have the Federal Government, includ-
ing the Corps and the other agencies, provide that technical type
of review.

It may be possible, however, to build on your suggestion, there
may be some threshold below which you could have a kind of a
grant type of program for very, very small problems, where it was
just obvious to everybody that that was the right thing to do and
the results were going to be very positive to the environment.

But generally, I think that we ought to be very careful and make
sure that we maintain kind of the Federal analysis that we think
is needed to make sure that we end up with the right result.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. Mr. Frazer, do you have a comment
on that?

Mr. FRAZER. Well, restoration and coastal zone is technically dif-
ficult. It poses special challenges. Expertise in those sorts of res-
toration projects is very important to ensure success.
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The Federal Government, Federal agencies certainly do have and
have accumulated a great deal of expertise and some of the benefits
of Federal agencies working together and managing projects are
demonstrated through the Coastal America program.

But there is also a tremendous interest and desire for states and
local governments to have the resources and assistance in carrying
out their restoration programs.

So a melding of the two would have some great benefit. The di-
versity of approaches can provide a greater coverage than any one
single approach.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. If I may, this is the last question.
Mr. Frazer, could you tell us, briefly, how do you restore an estuary
and how do you keep it restored? Briefly.

Mr. FRAZER. Circumstances differ wherever you go, but basically
the key to restoration is to understand what changes have occurred
to the natural processes that are key to sustaining the function and
productivity of an estuarine system. Sometimes it’s modification of
tidal flow.

An estuary really is an area in which salt water and fresh waters
mix and the changes to the hydrology of an estuary can have dra-
matic effects on living systems.

Sometimes the changes have to do with development in adjacent
uplands and pollutant inputs into the estuarine system. Sometimes
it’s related to invasion of exotic species.

So there’s any number of threats of changes that occur to an es-
tuary and the restoration is dependent upon being able to identify
those threats and putting in place effective strategies and moni-
toring to ensure then that your restoration activities are, in fact,
effective.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you very much. Each of you has men-
tioned the Great Lakes. We won’t go into that at this point, but I’m
sure we’ll be in contact with you to further discuss that issue. We
may have to change the timing of the bill, though, if we include or
say ‘‘and the Great Lakes, restore estuary habitat and fresh water
of the Great Lakes,’’ but those are considerations that we’ll take
under advisement and do our best.

We certainly appreciate all your testimony here this morning. It
has been extremely helpful. Thank you very much.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Chairman, I would like unanimous con-
sent to allow our friend and good colleague, the gentlelady from
California, to invite her to sit with us on the dais. I’d like to also
ask unanimous consent that she be permitted to introduce our dear
friend that is going to be also testifying at our Committee hearing
this afternoon.

Mr. GILCHREST. Without objection. I would also like to ask unani-
mous consent that Chairman Saxton’s statement be included in the
record. Hearing no objection, that will be done.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Saxton follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JIM SAXTON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF NEW JERSEY

Today we will hear testimony from our distinguished witnesses regarding Con-
gressman Wayne Gilchrest’s (MD 1st) bill, H.R. 1775, to catalyze estuary restoration
and coordinate Federal estuarine activities. This is an excellent bill, and this action
is long overdue from the Federal Government. I am a cosponsor of this measure,
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and I commend Mr. Gilchrest for his leadership on this issue. I remain committed
to attacking the problems facing this nation’s estuaries and to restoring degraded
coastal habitat.

Over a decade ago, Congress created the National Estuary Program to address se-
rious environmental problems in estuaries of national significance. These problems
include polluted runoff, habitat loss, development pressure, and harmful algal
blooms. Unfortunately, despite a significant amount of planning, very little effort
has been made to implement comprehensive conservation and management plans or
to actively restore the most seriously degraded estuarine areas. I am pleased that
today we are taking positive steps to improve this unacceptable situation.

H.R. 1775 will, for the first time, coordinate Federal agencies with the responsi-
bility for estuary management. This is an idea whose time is long overdue. H.R.
1775 also provides funding to implement estuary management plans, undertake
habitat restoration activities, and prevent further losses. H.R. 1775 requires a non-
Federal partner to provide matching funds for estuary restoration projects. I am a
strong supporter of requiring local or state matching funds for these types of activi-
ties. Building local support and including the citizens who live and work near these
estuaries strengthens the program and will result in long-term benefits for the nat-
ural resources that are dependent on these areas.

I fully support Mr. Gilchrest’s bill as well as other efforts to address problems in
the coastal zone. Not only am I a cosponsor of H.R. 1775, but I have introduced a
companion bill, H.R. 1237, that would allow the Environmental Protection Agency
to use funds appropriated for the National Estuary Program to be used, for the first
time, to implement comprehensive conservation and management plans. I will also
continue to urge the reauthorization of the Coastal Zone Management Act. H.R.
2669, the Coastal Community Conservation Act, which this Subcommittee approved
on August 5, 1999, includes provisions for increasing local involvement in coastal
zone management and it reauthorizes the National Estuarine Reserve System. To-
gether with H.R. 1775, these measures will have a positive impact on our coastal
resources well into the 21st century.
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Mr. GILCHREST. Our first, Richard Ribb, of Rhode Island, Narra-
gansett Bay, is here with us this afternoon; Mike Hirshfield, from
the Chesapeake Bay Foundation, thank you so much for coming.
Richard and Mike, we appreciate all the work you’ve done in your
particular areas to restore those estuaries. And now I will yield to
you.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am really honored
and I thank you very much for letting me come here today to intro-
duce somebody that is very important to me and to my district, to
the State of California, and to the United States of America and
our environmental protection.

But I also want to thank you because I am here to support H.R.
1775, and I want you to know that and I am on your bill and I
know that it, too, is going to be very important for this nation.

Now, why is Grant Davis so important to me?
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. He’s handsome.
Ms. WOOLSEY. Yes, he is handsome, but that’s not why. Grant is

either to blame or to be given credit, a great deal of it, for my run-
ning for Congress in the first place. So it depends on where you are
on that, that you’ll appreciate my appreciation for Grant.

Mr. GILCHREST. So Grant didn’t support the Republican can-
didate.

Mr. DAVIS. Sorry, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Great American, great American.
Ms. WOOLSEY. And then once I was elected, Grant came onto my

staff, for over five years, and he was an extremely valuable mem-
ber of my district staff, providing the essential help and informa-
tion that our offices required and our district required regarding
environmental issues.

Now he has gone on to be the Executive Director of the Bay In-
stitute and in that position, it is a major step up, he is now helping
the State of California, the entire Bay Area within the State of
California, and it has direct results to what is going on in the
United States of America regarding bay lands and estuaries and
wetlands.

And as I said, Mr. Chairman, I also want to support your Estu-
ary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act, because I see this as leg-
islation that is an invaluable step toward the conservation of our
estuaries and our nation’s most prized resources.

I am certain that today Grant Davis’ testimony will add credi-
bility to H.R. 1775 and the great importance of this issue.

So thank you again for letting me do this, so I can personally let
this young man know how valuable he is to all of us in my district.

Thank you very much.
Mr. GILCHREST. We thank the gentlelady from California. At this

point, I guess we look forward to your testimony, gentlemen, and
we can start with Mr. Ribb.

STATEMENT OF RICHARD RIBB, DIRECTOR, NARRAGANSETT
BAY ESTUARY PROGRAM, RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Mr. RIBB. Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, my
name is Richard Ribb. I’m the Director of the Narragansett Bay
National Estuary Program in Rhode Island, and I am presenting
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testimony regarding H.R. 1775 on behalf of the Association of Na-
tional Estuary Programs, or ANEP, for short.

We appreciate the opportunity to present our views on the pro-
tection and restoration of our nation’s estuaries and on the linkage
between the NEPs and this bill.

ANEP is a non-profit organization dedicated to building a com-
mon vision for the protection and restoration of the nation’s bays
and estuaries. Members of ANEP include representatives of indus-
try, agriculture, fisheries, tourism, trade, and citizen groups, who
volunteer their time to develop and implement the estuary man-
agement plans created under the National Estuary Program.

We appreciate that the Subcommittee is turning its attention to
the state of critical habitat in our estuaries through the introduc-
tion of this bill. The Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act,
introduced by Mr. Gilchrest, clearly recognizes the importance of
estuarine habitat for the ecological and economic health of the na-
tion.

ANEP strongly supports H.R. 1775. Those of us work with citi-
zens and municipalities across the nation on coastal habitat res-
toration projects see the funding and support provided by this bill
as a vital resource in meeting community goals for habitat restora-
tion.

In passing this bill, Congress would make the Federal Govern-
ment a real partner with the states in restoring these resources.
In terms of local input, ANEP supports a regional council composi-
tion that is inclusive and broad-based, bringing many perspectives
into decision-making, while building wide support for its actions.

You’ve heard from the Federal agency representives here on how
this bill would impact their agencies. I’d like to speak a little to the
other side of the coin, about how the National Estuary Programs
represent a community-based approach to organizing and meeting
local habitat restoration needs and how the program acts as a con-
duit between Federal, state and local restoration initiatives.

ANEP believes that the goals of this bill and the work that the
estuary programs are doing are strongly linked, and I will briefly
explain how.

First of all, the bill recognizes that estuary habitat restoration
cannot take place in a vacuum. Restoration projects can be affected
by other factors, like land use impacts, degraded water quality and
invasive species, changes in water salinity. These are all issues
that the NEP, with its broad-based, comprehensive, water-based
approach are investigating and acting on.

This approach ensure that interrelated issues are considered and
addressed in undertaking restoration projects.

Several of the purposes of the bill directly relate to the activities
and goals of the national estuary program. These purposes include
creating strategies to meet national and regional goals for habitat
restoration. The bill will rely on existing plans or strategies for res-
toration, as well as estuary-specific scientific data as the founda-
tion for effective projects.

The NEPs have taken a lead role in these areas. Most of their
stakeholder-driven estuary management plans include specific
science-based strategies for habitat restoration and the NEPs have
completed dozens of restoration projects of many different types,
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and I would ask you to refer, for more information on that, to the
written testimony, where there’s a list of a number of different res-
toration project types conducted by NEPs.

Another purpose in the bill is fostering communication and es-
tablishing effective partnerships between restoration programs,
and the NEPs are built on local and regional partnerships for ac-
tion and are often a technical and logistical support system for
these partnerships. By bringing together Federal, state and local,
as well as private sector stakeholders, pooling resources and tar-
geting priority problems, the Estuary Program has enhanced the
capacity of these partnerships to work together.

A further purpose in the bill seeks to ensure that restoration
projects are based on sound science and that there’s increased ca-
pacity for estuary habitat research and monitoring. The NEPs un-
dertake detailed studies in each of their estuaries, creating a sci-
entific basis for these plans and actions. These characterizations in-
clude baseline habitat data, developed by following well-designed
criteria and protocols, setting standards, and providing direction
for further monitoring programs.

The programs have pioneered innovative techniques, using new
tools, like computer mapping and remote sensing technology, to
analyze habitat and, with their partners, to prioritize projects.

In summary, the NEPs have been providing the scientific and
management tools to support effective habitat restoration. They
have collaboratively developed strategies and priorities for projects.
They have been a communication and technical assistance resource
for habitat restoration at the state and community level. They have
been extremely effective at leveraging local resources to match Fed-
eral grants. For every Clean Water Act dollar the NEPs receive,
they leverage at least two other dollars in state, local and other
funding.

And the programs have the ability to present the council estab-
lished by this bill with timely, prioritized restoration projects, with
wide support from local stakeholders.

These are the primary ways in which this program supports the
goals of this bill. We believe that, with continued Federal support,
the NEPs can be a strong partner in implementing this Act, form-
ing a chain of action stretching from the local watersheds up to the
Federal level, that will result in the kind of measurable environ-
mental progress that we are all working to achieve.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee, for
the opportunity to express our endorsement of H.R. 1775 and to
share our views on the connection between the National Estuary
Program and this important bill.

The association stands ready to assist the Subcommittee in any
way as it works on this important bill.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ribb follows:]

STATEMENT OF RICHARD C. RIBB, ON BEHALF OF THE ASSOCIATION OF NATIONAL
ESTUARY PROGRAMS

On behalf of the Association of National Estuary Programs (ANEP), we appreciate
the opportunity to submit to the Subcommittee on Fisheries, Conservation, Wildlife
and Oceans our views on the protection and restoration of the Nation’s estuaries
and on the strong linkage we see between the National Estuary Program (NEP) and
the goals and process described in H.R. 1775. The Association of National Estuary
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Programs is a non-profit organization dedicated to promoting stewardship and a
common vision for the preservation of the nation’s bays and estuaries. Our members
include representatives of industry, agriculture, fisheries, tourism, and the greater
business community who volunteer their time to develop and implement comprehen-
sive management plans for a network of nationally significant estuaries.

We are pleased that this Subcommittee is turning its attention to the state of crit-
ical habitat in the Nation’s estuaries, through the introduction of the bill being dis-
cussed today. Loss and degradation of estuary habitat has been identified as a pri-
ority problem in the 28 estuaries within the NEP—estuaries designated by Congress
as of national significance. H.R. 1775, the Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership
Act of 1999, introduced by Mr. Gilchrest of Maryland, clearly recognizes the critical
importance of estuarine habitat to the ecological and economic health of our Nation
and to the quality of life of our citizens. This bill creates a national program with
a strong regional component to fund estuary habitat restoration efforts in partner-
ship with the States. non-governmental organizations and local communities.

The Association of National Estuary Programs strongly endorses H.R. 1775. Those
of us who work every day with citizen groups and municipalities across the nation
on habitat restoration projects would find the Federal funding and support for this
issue that this bill would provide a critical resource in achieving restoration goals
for our estuaries. In setting goals, committing funding, and including regional input
to the process defined in this bill, Congress would make the Federal Government
a real partner with the States in restoning the nation’s estuarine resources.
H.R. 1775 and the National Estuary Program: A Complementary Approach
to Estuary Restoration and Management

• H.R. 1775 lists the following among the purposes of the bill:
• To develop strategies to obtain national and regional objectives for estuary
habitat restoration;
• To foster communication between Federal, state and community estuary habi-
tat restoration programs;
• To establish effective estuary habitat restoration partnerships among public
agencies at all levels of government and between public and private sectors;
• To develop and enhance monitoring and research capabilities to ensure that
estuary habitat restoration efforts are based on sound scientific understanding.

This testimony will illustrate how the National Estuary Program is already ful-
filling those purposes in estuaries across the nation and how this national program
will be strongly connected to and support the goals of the Estuary Habitat Restora-
tion Partnership Act.

The Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act focuses on restoring degraded
habitat, taking a targeted approach that focuses specifically on habitat restoration
project selection and funding. However, the bill does recognize that successful estu-
ary habitat restoration cannot take place in a vacuum. Even a painstakingly
planned habitat restoration project can be undermined by other factors like serious
water quality problems, land use impacts, changes in freshwater flows or invasive
species. While H.R. 1775’s mission is urgently needed, it is not broad enough to ad-
dress the entire spectrum of pressures on our estuaries that can impact habitat res-
toration. Section 107 (d) of H.R. 1775 specifically assigns high priority to projects
where there is ‘‘a program within the watershed of the estuary habitat restoration
project that addresses sources of pollution and other activities that otherwise would
re-impair the restored habitat’’ and it requires that estuary habitat restoration ef-
forts funded under the bill be consistent with estuary management plans, referring
to the Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans created under the NEP.
These issues and activities mentioned are ones that the NEPs are investigating and
acting on, building collaborative solutions for estuary problems.

The NEP is broad-based, taking a comprehensive approach to addressing the wide
range of problems facing the Nation’s estuaries—preventing habitat degradation
and loss of recreational and commercial fisheries, protecting and Improving water
quality, pioneering watershed management techniques, controlling, sewage outfalls
and septic system impacts, mitigating impacts from increasing coastal land develop-
ment, developing strategies to deal with invasive species and harmful algal
blooms—the list goes on and reflects the inter-related nature of these. Problems and
the community-based nature of the NEP approach. The watershed-based perspective
of the NEPs ensures that interrelated issues are considered and addressed in under-
taking restoration projects.

The process established by H.R. 1775 would rely on existing plans or strategies
for habitat restoration in the nation’s estuaries, as well as on estuary-specific sci-
entific habitat data as a foundation for effective restoration projects. The strength
of the NEPs is comprehensive planning for restoration in a watershed context,

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 11:18 Oct 18, 2001 Jkt 010199 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 6633 Sfmt 6621 E:\HEARINGS\63806 pfrm07 PsN: 63806



64

whereas the focus of H.R. 7755 is to provide Federal funding for local organizations
to undertake specific restoration projects. The NEPs have taken a lead role in this
type of planning. For example, the Narragansett Bay Estuary Program convened
nearly 100 coastal stakeholders for a daylong workshop on habitat restoration, re-
sulting in a set of clear recommendations for research, planning, management and
legislation to further restoration goals. The NBEP also used the input of these par-
ticipants to develop a comprehensive map and inventory of coastal restoration sites,
identifying existing, planned and proposed projcts. Since 1994, the NBEP has been
developing the scienfific data and methodology necessary for a statewide coastal
habitat restoration plan—a plan with tremendous local support that now nears com-
pletion. The program is also conducting field-based research projects to develop de-
tailed scientific criteria for evaluating estuary habitat restoration project success,
aiding the development of monitoring protocols. The actions of this particular NEP
reflect the work of NEPs across the nation in addressing this critical issue. As long-
range planning and organizing entities, the NEPs have, through a consensus-based
process, worked out the appropriate courses of action that will lead to coordinated
and collaborative coastal habitat restoration actions.

The NEPs have the ability to present the Council established by H.R. 1775 With
timely, prioritized projects with support from local stakeholders. Over the last dec-
ade, NEPs have conducted a wide variety of restoration projects and have plans for
many more; refer to the attached NEP Habitat Restoration Project List. The pro-
grams provide an organizational framework to coordinate local restoration actions,
state and Federal programs and the functions of the Council. In many cases, plan-
ning and logistical details have been worked out in advance; funding is the last nec-
essary component. The programs have been working on this process for several
years; H.R. 1775 would be a logical and well-timed receptor of the results of this
work.

We believe that the passage of H.R. 1775 will allow the NEPs to move forward
on the habitat restoration goals set forth in their community-based estuary manage-
ment plans while providing the Regional Councils with a strong connection to local
habitat restoration needs in our estuaries. The bill identifies a potential important
role for the NEPs as non-voting members of Regional Councils. These programs can
be an important partner and resource to the Regional Councils, providing organiza-
tional and technical advice and support. The abilities of the NEPs matched with the
process and funding set up by H.R. 1775 will form a chain of action stretching from
local watersheds to the Federal level that will result in the kind of measurable envi-
ronmental progress that we are all working to achieve.

It is also clear that it will be a challenging task for States to consistently meet
the 35 percent match requirement created in the bill. It will require a well-devel-
oped ability to secure non-Federal match and careful coordination of matching
funds. This ability to leverage funds and resources is a hallmark of the NEPs. In
fact, a recent report from the NEPs shows that, based on a conservative analysis,
for every Clean Water Act Section 320 dollar invested, the NEPs leverage
at least 2 dollars from state, local, foundation and other funding sources
and services. There are few Federal programs that can show this kind of return
on investment. This also reflects the level of State and local commitment to the
NEPs as well as recognition that these programs are an effective catalyst for action
in our nation’s estuaries. The NEPs will no doubt play a critical role in planning
for and securing local match for the funding provided by H.R. 1775.

ANEP has a specific comment regarding the language in H.R. 1775. We support
a change that where in the bill ‘‘estuary management plans’’ are referred to, the
CCMPs created under the NEP are specifically identified as such plans.
The National Estuary Program: Securing a Sound Future for the Nation’s
Estuaries

It is well established that estuaries are the biologically essential, economically
priceless, but fragile connections between the continent and the oceans. The entire
nation is served by coastal estuaries in numerous ways, such as commercial and rec-
reational fishing, transportation, defense, boating, research and learning, and pro-
viding irreplaceable wildlife and fisheries habitat. The estuaries designated by Con-
gress to be part of the NEP now include 42 percent of the continental United States
shoreline and are among the most productive in the Nation. Economically, these es-
tuaries of national significance produce over $7 billion in revenue from commercial
and recreational fishing and related marine industries; tourism and recreation in
these estuaries are valued at over $16 billion annually. Through the National Estu-
ary Program, citizens, municipalities, environmental groups and interested business
and industry organizations come together with State and Federal governments to
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reach agreement on long-term management plans that seek to guarantee the eco-
nomic and biological productivity of the nation’s estuaries into the future.

The National Estuary Program has evolved into a leader in coastal watershed pro-
tection and restoration over the last decade and a half Each NEP serves as the pri-
mary technical and coordination support structure (and frequently the initiator) for
a wide range of partnerships and actions to conserve and restore the estuary. Start-
ing with four pilot programs in 1985, the success of and need for the program has
led to the current status—28 estuaries in the national program of which 10 are in
the developmental stage and 18 are in the implementation stage of their individual
Comprehensive Conservation and Management Plans (CCMP). Local citizens guide
the development and implementation of their plans, and, using the abilities of their
local NEPs, work to leverage Federal and state dollars with contributions from local
governments and the private sector.

The National Estuary Program is clearly not the ‘‘command-and-control’’ type of
Federal program. Rather, it is a program where local governments, citizens and the
private sector come together and agree on how to manage the Nation’s estuaries and
on how to craft local solutions to common coastal problems. Only with the full sup-
port of the local sector is the proposed CCMP submitted to the state governors and
the EPA Administrator for approval. Thus, it is the states, in close coordination
with the local stakeholders and the Federal Government, that create and implement
new, non-adversarial and cost-effective estuary management plans, in contrast to
the traditional, top-down approach to environmental protection, largely divorced
from local

The NEP has a history of valuing community involvement and building support
for initiatives. Citizens see these programs (and their staffs) as a part of a govern-
mental structure that uses resources efficiently, is responsive to their needs, and is
effective in solving problems and raising issues and awareness. NEPs have been
particularly effective in identifying and funneling relevant resources (grants, tech-
nical assistance, etc.) to states, communities and citizen groups. The National Estu-
ary Program is one of a handful of Federal non-regulatory programs that truly at-
tempt to address local concerns. This effective national network of programs shares
its experiences and lessons learned with each other and with other watershed and
governmental organizations. It has been and, with continued support at the Federal
level, will continue to be a national resource for the protection and improvement of
the nation’s estuaries.

We thank the Subcommittee for providing us the opportunity to express our sup-
port for H.R. 1775 and to share our views on the connection between the National
Estuary Program and this bill. The Association of National Estuary Programs
stands ready to assist the Subcommittee as it works to pass this vital legislation.

National Estuary Program Habitat Restoration Project List
Listed below are examples of NEP estuary habitat restoration projects, completed,

ongoing and planned. The passage of H.R. 1775 would allow continuance and expan-
sion of these efforts to better meet the Nation’s estuary habitat restoration needs.

• The Massachusetts Bays Program led an interagency approach to shellfish bed
restoration that will restore and protect 13 shellfish beds along Massachusetts
and Cape Cod Bays. As part of this effort, the program has linked up with busi-
ness interests to promote innovative technologies for pollution prevention and
remediation. The program has also supported a comprehensive inventory of
tidally restricted coastal wetlands in Massachusetts and is funding two fish pas-
sageway projects.
• Through the work of the Barnegat Bay NEP, more than 32,000 acres of critical
coastal habitat area have been preserved in Barnegat Bay, New Jersey.
• Over 40,000 acres of impounded marsh and mangrove wetlands have been re-
connected to the Indian River Lagoon on Florida’s eastern coast, one of the most
U.S. productive ecosystems in an area with high population growth and human
pressures. On the Gulf Coast, the Sarasota NEP has helped achieve a 28-318
percent reduction in nitrogen loadings to the Bay, spurring a seven percent in-
crease in the growth of seagrass beds.
• Maine’s Casco Bay Estuary Program teamed up with local lobstermen to study
habitat in Portland Harbor (discovering that the harbor supported a thriving
lobster community, larger than anyone had thought) and then to relocate thou-
sands of harbor lobsters to other areas while the harbor was dredged thereby
protecting an important natural resource while supporting the increased eco-
nomic development that the dredging allowed.
• The New York/New Jersey Harbor NEP, through its Habitat Workgroup, has
prioritized and produced GIS coverages of habitat sites targeted for restoration
and acquisition by the two states. This process has already resulted in the fund-
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ing several millions of dollars worth of restoration projects. The data is being
used to identify not just potential sites, but also other factors that can impair
restoration such as erosion problems and incompatible land uses. A range of
projects target saltmarshes, freshwater wetlands, stream corridors, waterfowl
foraging areas, fish runs, invasive plant removal, dredge material reuse, artifi-
cial reefs, coastal grasslands, oyster and shellfish beds and upland forest.
• Leading a partnership effort the Charlotte Harbor NEP has restored over 700
acres on public lands through removal of non-native plant species such as
Melaleuca, Brazilian pepper, and Australian pine as well as the restoration of
natural hydrology. These plants were over-running and out-competing native
plants. Another priority is the restoration of heavily damaged seagrass beds
using innovative techniques to promote rapid re-growth.
• On November 6, 1998, the Seabrook Middle Ground clam flat in coastal New
Hampshire was reopened to clamming for the first time in nearly 10 years due
to work coordinated by the New Hampshire NEP. The reopening points to
marked water quality improvements in the Harbor largely due to increased mu-
nicipal sewerage coverage in the Town of Seabrook and other smaller scale pol-
lution control measures around the Harbor.
• The Barataria-Terrebone Estuary Program has led a local planning effort to
restore oyster-growing areas to safe harvest conditions. The program sponsored
local stakeholder meetings which idenfified 61 candidate restoration sites and
a smaller set of priority sites were selected for immediate action.
• The Narragansett Bay Estuary Program has been the state point-of-contact for
a multi-million dollar Army Corps of Engineers Ecological Restoration Initia-
tive. The NBEP organized a stakeholder group to work with the Corps to de-
velop a list of priority coastal wetland and anadromous fish run restoration
sites. The NBEP persuaded the Corps to also provide basic engineering studies
for a number of the identified sites. The program has two saltmarsh restoration
projects in this year’s workplan and recently secured over $200,000 from the
R.I.’s Oil Spill and Response Fund to support coastal habitat mapping and res-
toration equipment purchases.
• The Tampa Bay NEP set an initial goal of restoring 100 acres of low-salinity
wetland habitat—this goal has already been met through the combined efforts
of local, state and Federal programs, and non-profits groups such as Tampa
Baywatch. The program has set an overall seagrass restoration goal of 12,000
acres. The San Francisco Estuary Project’s top priority is to expand, restore and
protect wetlands. Working with state, Federal and local agencies, as well as pri-
vate organizations, this NEP developed the Baylands Ecosystem Habitat Goals
Report—a scientific guide for restoring and improving the baylands and adja-
cent habitats of the San Francisco estuary.
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Mr. GILCHREST. Mr. Ribb, thank you very much. Since there are so few people
in the room, I don’t think we need the lights. We appreciate the technology and
under certain circumstances, if the dais up here was filled, I guess we would need
them, but since it’s just Eni and myself, we’ll forego the lights.

Mr. Ribb, thank you very much.
Mr. Hirshfield.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL HIRSHFIELD, SENIOR VICE
PRESIDENT, CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION

Mr. HIRSHFIELD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will try to never-
theless be brief.

On behalf of the Chesapeake Bay Foundation and Restore Amer-
ica’s Estuaries, I would like to thank the Subcommittee for the op-
portunity to present testimony in strong support of H.R. 1775, the
Estuary Habitat Restoration Partnership Act. I would especially
like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for introducing this bill.

My name is Mike Hirshfield. I’m the Senior Vice President of the
Chesapeake Bay Foundation, which has its headquarters in Annap-
olis, Maryland and offices in Virginia and Pennsylvania. CBF is a
member-supported, non-profit environmental education and advo-
cacy organization, with over 80,000 members throughout the bay
watershed and nationwide.

Our mission is to save the bay, period; to restore and protect the
Chesapeake Bay and its watershed.

I’m also here as a member of the Board of Restore America’s Es-
tuaries, which is a coalition of 11 regional environmental organiza-
tions that all have estuary protection and restoration at the core
of their missions.

We’ve heard a lot about the legislation and what I’d like to do
is depart from my written remarks for a couple of minutes, ask
that they be included in the record, and——

Mr. GILCHREST. Without objection.
Mr. HIRSHFIELD.[continuing] talk about a couple of the things

that I’ve heard this morning.
You asked how one restores an estuary, and I would say that our

perhaps overly simplistic perspective is that you stop pollution, you
manage your fisheries sustainably, and you protect and restore
habitat, and those three elements have been what has been recog-
nized by the Chesapeake Bay Program as critical to bringing back
the health of the Chesapeake Bay, and, as you’ve heard, there are
critical elements in all of the national estuary program efforts to
restore estuaries.

If you look, however, at the history of a lot of these programs,
(I’ve been involved with the Chesapeake Bay Program for over 20
years now, from the beginning, first as a researcher, then as a
state employee, and now with the Chesapeake Bay Foundation),
the focus really historically was on stopping pollution. That was
the first thing that people started to work on and for a long time,
the vast majority of the resources going to restoring our bays has
been focused on stopping pollution.

In the last few years, we’ve got our arms around fisheries man-
agement a little bit better, in part because of the legislation that
you worked so hard on to get the states working better together,
and really restoring habitat I see as the eye-opening moment for
the next 10 years or so.
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We’ve seen the need. We realize that just stopping pollution and
just managing fisheries isn’t enough. We’ve actually got to fix
things. We’ve got to put things back. We’ve got to unstraighten riv-
ers. We’ve got to put oyster reefs back into three dimensions. And
in order to do that, we need resources and coordination beyond
what we’ve had to date.

We are very supportive of the Bay Program. I testified in favor
of its reauthorization on the Senate side a couple of months ago.
We see this legislation as being in no way duplicative, but as being
complimentary, providing resources and coordination that will real-
ly help to take the bay and all the other bays in the country to the
next level.

I’m sure if any of my colleagues from RAE were here, they would
say the same thing.

A year ago, we issued the first Chesapeake Bay Foundation re-
port card, State of the Bay. We gave the bay a 27 out of 100. People
said we’re tough graders, but we think that that’s really where the
bay is compared to what it has been. In fact, we said it had come
back a little bit, maybe up from a 22, from when it bottomed out
in the early ’80s.

This year, a couple of weeks ago, we released the 1999 State of
the Bay report and we gave the bay a 28; not exactly a huge im-
provement, but we’re still pretty tough graders and we look at a
lot of factors, and having a bay get better at all in the face of all
the threats that are facing it we think is pretty remarkable.

And one of the things that we’re the most excited about is the
potential for oyster restoration. A bunch of scientists got together,
as Ms. Yozell talked about, a few months ago, and came up with
a consensus document, that is pretty rare. If you think three agen-
cies getting together and agreeing on something is tough, getting
20 scientists together to agree on anything is almost unheard of.

And they agreed that what we needed were oyster sanctuaries,
set-aside for brood stock, three-dimensional reefs, and more atten-
tion to how we manage the oyster fishery. We think that with that
kind of a framework, with the funding and coordination provided
by the legislation that we’re talking about here, we’ll be able to
take oysters back from the two that we gave them this year to a
10 or a 20 in the next decade, and we think the Chesapeake Bay,
from its 28, will be able to be taken back to a 70 or so.

We’re not going to get to that 100, we’re not that naive, but we
think a 70 is possible. And, again, this is a perspective that I know
is shared by all of the other members of Restore America’s Estu-
aries; that if we can get in there, get our hands dirty and start fix-
ing the pieces of the bays that are broken, we can bring it back.

One last comment. We’ve heard a lot about the importance of
technical expertise in this program and we at the Bay Foundation
certainly think that doing it right is better than doing it too quick-
ly. However, there is an extraordinary energy all over this country
related to habitat restoration. We have hundreds of our members
who are growing oysters on their docks and taking them—not eat-
ing them, but taking them and putting them back on oyster reefs.

There are similar stories that could be told all over this country
of citizens taking their time and their money and putting it into
estuarine habitat restoration. And we hope that as we set up the
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process for implementing this legislation, that an appropriate role
for private citizen organizations, such as CBF and the other RAE
members, would be taken into account, because it would be tragic
if we lost that enthusiasm and that energy.

In summary, on behalf of all the RAE members, I want to ap-
plaud you and the members of this Committee for the vision and
leadership on this critical issue. We look forward to working with
you to move this legislation forward and to turn a very good bill
into very good law.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Hirshfield may be found at the

end of the hearing.]
Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you very much, Mr. Hirshfield. We share

your enthusiasm. Now, Ms. Woolsey’s former staffer, who I’m sure
she misses a great deal at this point, but glad you’re in the place
where you are, Mr. Davis.

STATEMENT OF GRANT DAVIS, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, U.S.
ARMY

Mr. DAVIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I’m still blushing
from her introduction. A little bit embarrassing. But I truly appre-
ciate the opportunity to be here before you today and appreciate
your introduction of this piece of legislation, as well as Mr.
Faleomavaega, the Ranking Member, sitting through the testi-
mony. It really is quite inspiring to see the panel before us speak
in relative unanimity, three different Federal agencies talking
about implementation of legislation like this, because you have hit
upon something, I think, that is a recipe for success.

As the Congresswoman mentioned, I have been the Executive Di-
rector of the Bay Institute of San Francisco for a little over two
years. Our sole mission is the protection and restoration of the San
Francisco Bay Delta Estuary and I submitted a document that we
released last year for members of the Committee called The Sierra
to the Sea, which is essentially the area that we cover.

In that, the second to last page, is an historical compilation of
the San Francisco Bay delta, 150 years ago, which documents what
we used to have and what we now have today, which puts a dra-
matic picture in front of us of what we’ve lost and how we have
to re-double our efforts, in particular, in the San Francisco Bay
delta.

And I don’t claim to be an expert on any other estuary, but I do
know one of the sad common features is that all estuaries in the
nation are, in fact, being abused and are in need of repair.

The bright spot, however, is the fact that you have colleagues
that are before you today, non-profit, non-government organiza-
tions, as well as local, state and Federal agencies, that are willing
to re-double efforts to get engaged and do implementation.

One of the beauties of going last is that I will say I’ll be brief
and that I’d like to obviously include my full remarks into the
record, but would like to paraphrase that I’ve heard today and com-
ment and give some feedback based on members’ questions and the
responses that I heard earlier.

With all due respect, the first one is your analogy of a funnel.
It’s a very good one. However, the idea of transmission fluid for an
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estuary is probably one—I would recomend using another analogy,
like fresh water, because the one area that——

Mr. GILCHREST. The reason I use that, though, is when I commu-
nicate my ideas to other members of Congress, that seems to take
hold. But I’ll take your ideas into consideration.

Mr. DAVIS. The funnel works. It’s just what you put down it. I
used that because my colleague to the right here did mention there
is a fourth element besides the wonderful features you talked
about, restoring estuaries. In our case in California, clearly fresh
water flows are an equally important ingredient to restoring our
estuaries and when you look at a dry state like ours, which is in
need of water, our continuing challenge is making sure we have
enough fresh water flows into the system.

So in order to restore the physical process, which is what our
document suggests is needed, you need fresh water flow and that
would be the summation in terms of what we find at the Bay Insti-
tute is our biggest challenge; that is, working with, in a collabo-
rative way, the Federal agencies, the state and local bodies, work-
ing toward a very comprehensive vision of restoration.

My message today is that in San Francisco, we’re ready to imple-
ment. A great deal of work has been done to plan and we’re fortu-
nate enough in our region that there is a great deal of collaboration
going on with the Federal, state and local entities that are respon-
sible for regulation and designing and ultimately implementing
projects.

I didn’t include this, because it’s too big for the record, but there
is a document called The Bay-lands Ecosystem Habitat Goals,
which thoroughly documents—this has been a five-year effort of all
the best scientists that we have in our institutions, documenting
project by project very ambitious goals for restoration of the entire
watershed.

I’d like to make sure that I get both Committee staff and the
members get this document, because it’s basically a template for
how to implement the work that your bill is suggesting needs to
be done in estuaries all across the U.S.

One other document——
Mr. GILCHREST. What is the title of that?
Mr. DAVIS. This document is called The Bay-lands Ecosystem

Habitat Goals, it’s a report of the habitat recommendations pre-
pared by the San Francisco Bay Area Wetlands Ecosystem Goals
Project, very informative and years of work went into this.

Closer to home, we did have a document called San Pablo Bay
Lands. This is the northern part of San Francisco Bay, where we’re
located and very involved. This is a plan to protect and restore the
region’s farms and wetlands, because in our region, we have the
nexus of agriculture and the estuary and truly significant work
needs to be done in collaboration. We need landowner support and
voluntary cooperative means for the agencies to work with the
NGOs and the landowners to ultimately implement restoration.

So that document I did insert for the record, because it, too, pro-
vides numerous opportunities, with the right funding mechanism,
for us to implement and begin restoring upwards, in this area, of
around 50,000 acres of wetlands in the San Francisco Bay, which
would be a phenomenal step.
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Lastly, just to move forward, Mike Davis, who testified earlier,
because your legislation provides the Corps with the primary re-
sponsibility for ecosystem restoration here, we support that actu-
ally. It’s been our experience that that new mission that they’re
moving into, contrary to what their old mission was, is one in
which they are equipped to work.

I have submitted a document called the San Pablo Bay Water-
shed Restoration Study. It’s a currently authorized project that the
Congress has had now for three years, going into its fourth year,
and we are fortunate to be able to work with them in designing the
restoration strategy.

That means they have found a way, and I suggest that this could
be your model for other estuaries and partnerships around the na-
tion, where the Corps has the authorization for ecosystem restora-
tion, but what’s unique with the San Pablo Bay Area is they’re pro-
viding what they do best; that is, technical assistance and imple-
mentation planning to state and local and non-government agen-
cies and organizations working to implement projects.

So if you have the scientific advisory panels put in place that
would encompass groups like ours and the local, state and other
agencies responsible for regulation, working with the Federal agen-
cies under the Corps’ leadership, I think you do have a model that
can work. And what we heard today is that NOAA and EPA and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife are prepared to operate under that rubric.

So I think the theme today is collaboration, it’s a major step for-
ward, were you to be able to pass this out in a bipartisan manner.
It’s something that the Bay Institute, as well as the San Francisco
Bay Joint Venture, which I currently am Vice Chair, whole-
heartedly support, and if there is any work that we can do to help
assist in moving this bill forward, one of the ways to do that would
be to get additional co-sponsors and I plan to go back and do just
that, to get the Bay area Congressional delegation to come on this
bill and hopefully this will be the vehicle that we use this year.

So thank you very much for the opportunity to testify.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Davis follows:]
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Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Davis. Could each of you com-
ment on the structure, the regional structure we’ve created in this
legislation, whether you think you can tap into that structure?

Also, if you could comment on the question that was posed to the
Corps, Fish and Wildlife, and NMFS about grants versus projects
and how that is oriented. They seem to think that there could be
some formula or some measure for grant projects as opposed to just
having everything done through the Corps, through a project-ori-
ented.

I’m just wondering where do each of you think you might fit into
that scheme. Mr. Ribb?

I also want to thank—unless you really like to fly, I want to
thank Mr. Ribb and Mr. Davis. I don’t think Mike flew from An-
napolis.

Mr. HIRSHFIELD. Although I wish I had. It would have been
quicker.

Mr. GILCHREST. It was a little stormy last Thursday. But I really
want to thank both of you for coming back this week. It’s very ap-
preciated.

Mr. RIBB. Well, I got to see the storm firsthand, so that was real-
ly interesting. I think the regional council concept is important.
Our experience in our watershed is we have worked in collabora-
tion with the Army Corps on a number of initiatives—in fact, we
have a couple of investigations going on where our estuary program
is the point program of contact for them, and, through us, the
Corps has been able to work with all of our local stakeholders.

So I think a process that includes a diversity of interests work
best having, experienced this on our watershed level. Diversity in
the regional councils is important; to have the various govern-
mental agencies, but to also have the other groups, like representa-
tion from RAE, which certainly is critical.

I think it also builds broader support. And if the local people are
involved it gets back to the question you asked, how do you restore
and estuary and keep it that way. I think one of the critical ways
is to have the public support for it and to build the kind of political
will to do those things.

In our state, we’ve been to bat three times on a state estuary
habitat restoration bill that would use oil spill proceeds as a fund-
ing source and each time it was defeated for purely political rea-
sons. Strong support, but not quite enough articulated at the cit-
izen level to say to state legislators, hey, we want this to happen.

So we’re working very hard to try and get that to happen, but
I think, as I said, if people feel connected to the Council, the people
in the neighborhood down the street from you who want to restore
their salt marsh, you’re likely to have a connection to the Council
that’s very powerful.

So I believe that’s a critical component to the success of the
Council. And I’ve forgotten the second question.

Mr. GILCHREST. Projects v. grants.
Mr. RIBB.I think the grant process, in my mind, would be better,

because we have a lot of capacity right now at our regional and
local level to do this kind of work. We have people who want to be
involved in it.
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We have universities, we have state agencies, we have citizen
groups who want to be involved and have some expertise. We think
that’s a real good way to go at it.

Admittedly, I know a grant process, administratively, is more
work, having spent a lot of time on administration myself, but I do
believe that when people have the ability to do work themselves,
in collaboration with the Federal, state and local groups, again, it’s
very powerful and it’s long-lasting.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. Mike?
Mr. HIRSHFIELD. I think the regional council mechanism is the

way to go. I think that I’d have to go back and look at the language
and see how prescriptive it is about participation of groups like
ours, but whether it’s prescriptive or not, as long as everybody un-
derstands that we have a real stake in this and real interest in it
and that we should have a seat at the table at the beginning, I
think our folks would be satisfied.

On grants or projects, I think Grant Davis really hit it right. It’s
figuring out—it’s less about whether you call it a project or a grant
than it is about figuring out the appropriate roles and responsibil-
ities for all the participants.

If we’re going to be moving a culvert, I’m really not sure that
we’d need a really long Corps analysis. If we’re going to be moving
an island, I’d probably want a little bit longer planning process.

But just as in San Francisco Bay, a lot of work has gone into de-
veloping the plans, finding the sites, figuring out what the projects
are, in many cases, with the collaboration of folks like the Corps,
I’m not sure that going through what I seem to hear as being a
checklist of a project approach is necessarily the way to go.

We are using an old analogy from the movie MASH, where they
talked about doing not hospital surgery, but doing meatball sur-
gery. We’re talking about meatball restoration. We don’t have time
to satisfy the purists and academia or perhaps the engineers who
are counting everything. We need to get out there and get the job
done.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you. Grant?
Mr. DAVIS. Briefly, never to pass up a moment. It might be the

last time I get to testify here, and it is getting late.
But again, there are two projects I wanted to call attention to in

part of that. With all due respect to Mr. Davis with the Corps, his
one item that I totally agree with is in his earlier testimony on this
bill, he talked about another purpose for this legislation, which es-
sentially was greater public appreciation and awareness for the
value of the benefits of estuaries and our coastal resources.

Adding that as one of the purposes gets to the point of gaining
public awareness and appreciation, and part of that then is who is
engaged in the implementation.

So going back to our region, you mentioned the Sonoma Bay
Lands project. That was a huge wetlands restoration, 400 acres,
and it encompassed the reuse of dredge material, a beneficial reuse
of material that came from the Port of Oakland that would have
gone into the Bay or into the ocean. We reused it for wetland res-
toration. That’s the model that I would like to point to.

More importantly, you have a component in here for monitoring
and we’re learning from the Sonoma Bay Lands project, just down
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the way in Novato, California, at the Hamilton Army Air Field, and
this is in my testimony. It’s a 700-acre wetland restoration, again,
but what’s unique is it’s a cement runway that’s four feet below sea
level, and what we’re going to do is take the valuable material
that’s coming out of the dredge projects, put them into beneficial
reuse at that site. We’ll take what we learned from the Sonoma
Bay Lands.

So what you’ve managed to do here is put the Corps into the
proper place. They can move material and they can design projects
and they can have the technical resources, but they require a local
partner, a local cost-share, and a local vibrant community interest
to help implement, and that’s the power of this.

What we’re hoping to do there is with NOAA, you’ll have a bank
where you will learn, we’ll be able to tap into NOAA’s database for
restoration and, quite frankly, that’s the missing ingredient here.
When I recommend who should go and how, it depends on the
project.

You can’t just provide the authority to the Corps to give the op-
portunity to grant. If it’s a grant-making project, I would concur
with my colleague here that it makes sense for smaller projects to
go to an NGO or a state or a local entity. For big projects, let’s use
the Corps, and contain it so it doesn’t get out of hand.

The cost-share is what you’ve given here. In a nutshell, we’d be
happy to work with them on implementing projects.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you very much, Mr. Davis. I yield now to
the gentleman from American Samoa.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do want to
thank the three panelists for their excellent statements that have
been presented before the Committee.

Just a couple of questions, for the record, if I may. And I do ap-
preciate the gentlemen’s support and their endorsement of the pro-
posed bill.

Mr. Ribb, as you are aware, there are currently 28 national estu-
ary programs administered by the EPA and one of the things that
has really made the program so outstanding, as all of you have in-
dicated earlier, the involvement of the local communities.

Can you share with us any more elaboration on how this works
within your Narragansett national estuary?

Mr. RIBB. In particular, as an example, and it’s included in my
written testimony, our program has worked closely with local inter-
ests—we pulled together the habitat restoration stakeholders from
across that whole spectrum, university, agency, local, citizen
groups, last fall, and we held a symposium on coastal habitat res-
toration. Out of that we came up with policy directions, research
needs, and legislation that’s needed.

We have a consistent team that meets on a regular basis and
right now we’ve put together a GIS map of all of the sites, habitat
restoration sites planned, proposed and completed, and we have
this to work from.

Now we’re working on a prioritization scheme that is right for
our estuary. We’ve also been doing the science behind it by ana-
lyzing what’s been lost, where is our best bang for the buck, but
also building in what Mr. Hirshfield is saying, recognition of a will-
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ingness to act. We need to recognize that and we need to take ad-
vantage of those people, programs and projects.

So at the same time that we’re building the science and the con-
sensus, we want to get out there and act and do projects, and we’re
doing that now on a limited level. This bill would really help meet
those local needs.

In respect to the issue of the grants versus projects, we have
been working closely with the Army Corps right now on a restora-
tion planning, and they have also been involved in some of the
smaller projects and I think that it’s hard for them. They’re not
geared up for small projects, at least the way we work. So I think
that they need to have that connection, as Grant said, but ned to
determine the proper role of how they can work together with local
intersts for these smaller projects. That’s a critical component of
their involvement.

I think that we’ve built a support system that is ready to work
with this process, if this bill becomes law. We have prioritized the
list of projects, we have the players, we have people ready to go,
we have local funding sources, and that is not an unusual situation
for the NEPs. That is a model that all NEPs use.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. This is just testing the mettle of the pro-
posed provisions of my good friend’s bill here. As you all know,
we’ve got the regional councils, but my question is that we’ve got
28 programs that are very successful. It seems that the key here
is involvement of the local communities. I was wondering, do you
think that putting the regions, like Florida, Alabama, Mississippi,
Louisiana, Texas together, do you think that they have a com-
monality of their needs, where we put them together, or does this
add another layer of more bureaucratic involvement in establishing
a council or regional councils?

Mr. RIBB. I think the needs are common across those estuaries,
although some are different because of their ecological situation.
The difference between Louisiana and Portland, Maine, for exam-
ple. But recently things, the Estuary Programs did a report on
common problems across the country of different estuaries and
there were six or seven priority ones that come up in every estuary,
issues like habitat loss, water quality degradation, and invasive
species, nutrient overloading.

So the programs, estuaries share these problems. I’m not so sure
that its a big a problem, having a regional setup as ther bill de-
scribes.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. And, Mr. Hirshfield, I notice that you got
your doctorate from the University of Michigan. Do you think I
might have any problem with the Great Lakes connotation that
we’re trying to take on here?

Mr. HIRSHFIELD. Well, it’s funny, we were talking about the
Great Lakes a little bit earlier and, as a scientist, I do have a little
bit of a definitional problem with including places that have no salt
in their water in a program that is fundamentally about where the
salt water meets the fresh water.

But that’s perhaps, in this context, a picky scientific distinction
of no real importance.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. I wanted just to——
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Mr. HIRSHFIELD. I appreciate it. I was raised near the coast and
as fast as I could leave Michigan, I got back first to California, then
back here to the east.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. How important do you think, Mr. Hirshfield,
is the idea of monitoring the process? Maybe I’m kind of asking a
leading question, but sometimes we tend to forget.

Mr. HIRSHFIELD. We are very happy to see the monitoring provi-
sions in this legislation.

Although I was just the person who said maybe we should per-
haps even cut a few corners and get out there doing restoration
projects, that’s, in part, reflective of my belief that the best way
that scientists learn about this new discipline is by doing it.

And if you’re not going to have good monitoring of the projects,
then you’re not going to be learning. We’ve all seen, over the years,
lots of projects go back. The straightened rivers were, after all, de-
signed for some, at that time, believed public good.

So having a monitoring program that really does keep an eye on
what’s happening, and to make sure that the benefits that we’re all
looking for are actually achieved I think is essential.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. We’ve got a $280 billion military budget
that we now have pending and we’re only proposing $220 million
for a five-year period to provide for the needs of 50 percent of our
nation’s population residing in the coastal areas and the 70 percent
or whatever of the commercial fisheries, 90 percent of the rec-
reational fisheries.

Maybe this is something, Mr. Chairman, that I would suggest
that we ought to look at the investment, because $220 million for
a five-year period is pittance. Probably not even the cost of one B-
1 bomber. But to look at the difference of what this means in
human needs and also our appreciation for the environment is just
unbelievable.

I want to ask Mr. Davis. You know, every time I go through San
Francisco, I—and, by the way, we really appreciate your coming
here twice now for the course of the span of one week. I know what
it means to be on a five- hour flight between the west coast and
here.

But every time I come through San Francisco, I see this huge
dirty area that is just absolutely muddy or whatever, clay, or what-
ever, and it looks like no organism lives or survives in this. It’s
about five miles away from the San Francisco Airport.

Am I making any inroads into what an estuary is or shouldn’t
be?

Mr. DAVIS. You are making the most relevant point. It’s where
the waters mix, and that’s why I brought up fresh water flow. We
have the Sacramento River and the San Joaquin that form the
main tributaries that flow through the delta, out the bay, and you
have the mixing zone, a nutrient zone where the animal life and
the food web is really, really rich.

So when you destroy that, the physical process, all of the the spe-
cies that rely on that are threatened.

My colleague here, Mr. Ribb, mentioned something about the real
challenge being sedimentation and some of the non-point source
pollutions and in my written testimony I talk about two other
areas that we ought to look at this vehicle possibly being relevant.
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One of them is to help the collaborations of the municipalities
that are responsible for keeping the non-point source pollution, this
is human, that are contributing toward that, the folks that live in
and around these estuaries, we’re all part of the problem and all
part of the solution.

So addressing non-point source pollution through this vehicle
may, in fact, be one other benefit that I see out of this.

In addition, there is a great deal of work going on right now
through the CalFed process and work that the Bay Institute is
doing on industrial water use efficiency. I bring this up because it’s
important to note that you can combine economic incentives from
municipalities and state and local government to provide more effi-
cient use of our resources, and that would be reducing the dis-
charge into our estuaries, that’s the sewage and the municipal load
that’s added into our estuaries, and combine that with an incentive
for water conservation, and we’re showing some dramatic numbers,
where the Congress could provide just an additional incentive to
local governments that are responsible for heavy loads and reduc-
ing the discharge.

This could be a vehicle, and I felt compelled to raise it because
it’s exciting pioneering work and, as Mr. Hirshfield said, this is an
ongoing process.

It’s scientific in nature. It means it’s evolving and we have to
practice adaptive management. We need to learn as we restore,
and that’s why that data bank is so darn important, because that
would be our resource to evolve our understanding of how best to
restore our nation’s estuaries.

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Gentlemen, I thank you. And, Mr. Chair-
man, again, I want to commend you for proposing a bill that I feel
so comfortable and very confident that it will shortly have very
strong bipartisan support. I want to commend you for this. And,
gentlemen, thank you again for coming.

Mr. GILCHREST. Thank you, Mr. Faleomavaega, for your support
and for your questions.

Gentlemen, once again, thank you for your testimony. It has
been extremely helpful for us to formulate this piece of legislation
and it is our hope, and I think you’ve done a great deal to help in
that effort, to get it passed out of the House before we recess or
adjourn, and passed out of the Senate.

So we’ll be working to that end. If there is any other member
that you think you need to call in the country to encourage them
to co-sponsor or vote for this, we would appreciate it.

Thank you very much. The hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:06 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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